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Within the philosophy of mind, a ‘hermeneuticabdition sees psychology as
discontinuous with natural-scientific domains. Wacacteristic ingredient of this
tendency is ‘normativism’, which makes obedienceatmnal norms aa priori
condition on agency. In this thesis, | advancargument against normativism
which trades on the notion of a psychological medupecifically, | show how
modules can be envisioned which, because of tiglirdegree of irrationality,
challenge the normativist’s principle of charit&s an illustration, | describe such a
module that incorporates key features of the Fasudd’, and | suggest that Freudian
theory generally puts pressure on charity condsaim sum, | seek to substantially
undermine the hermeneutical view of the mind bgcking one of its central pillars.
In Chapter 1, after setting out the essential featof hermeneuticism, | sketch the
historical background of recent normativism by ¢desng Quine’s employment of
charity in his theory of meaning and mind. Mosttcally, | reject pragmatic and

heuristic readings of Quinean charity in favor oédhat sees it as a constitutive



constraint on attribution. In Chapter 2, | begirclarify the content of Davidsonian
charity, against which—in the first instance—myargent levels. | identify
Maximization and Threshold Principles in Davidsoe&ly papers, contrast
Davidsonian charity with Richard Grandy’s PrincipfeHumanity, and rebut typical
arguments for charity principles. In Chapter 3graidentifying two additional
Davidsonian charity principles (a Competence afempartment Principle) and
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Chapter One: The Historical Background of
Normativism

Introduction
That minds—at least human minds—are largely ratibaa long been a

methodological presupposition of the social scisnseeming to offer a foundation
on which the social sciences might be groundecdeasigely explanatory and
predictive disciplines. But a question can beadhias to the status of this
presupposition. Within the philosophy of mind,iafluential tradition—numbering
among its adherents such philosophers as W. V.uiheQdDonald Davidson, Daniel
Dennett, Marcia Cavell, and Jennifer Hornsby—hasved the rationality of (human)
minds not merely as an empirically warranted gdieatgon. Rather, philosophers
within this tradition have championed the muchrsger view, called ‘normativism’,
according to which a large measure of obedientkeagmorms of rationality is a
logically necessaryg priori condition for the possession of propositionatadies by
an agent. It is this position against which | argue in tiigsis.

More specifically, | shall advance an argument \whrades on a notion
which has enjoyed considerable and fruitful curyewithin psychological theory in
recent years, namely, that of a ‘module’. A mogdakecontemporary psychological
theory understands the notion, is—roughly—any isleldunctional component of the
mind. Although this terminology is fairly new, tikencept itself is not. In fact, |
wish to suggest, Sigmund Freud’s conception optre of the personality which he

labels the ‘id’ is, in all essentials, that of sicmodule. Indeed, it is the conception

! The correlative injunction to interpret agent®hsying such norms, in turn, is widely referreciso
the ‘principle of charity’.



of a module which does not hew to the rational raaherence to which
normativism regards as a condition for the poseassi a mind. But given such a
clash with normativism, the scientific possibild§Freud’'s conception of the id, |
suggest, gives reason to call into question noxisati's insistence on such a
condition? Thus, the example of Freud’s id illustrates alesrty of modular theory
to subvert normativism. In fact, the sort of arguninl make by drawing on Freudian
theory could plausibly be made by bringing to bather bodies of psychological
theory?

In broad outline, my plan is the following: | firseat the origins of
normativism in Quinean philosophy then presenttaildel picture of more recent
normativism, especially, the—in some measure—camabform of it championed by
Davidson, which, in large measure, representsaifget of my attack. After
clarifying the conception of modules that figurasny argument, | describe a module
embodying processes of Freudian infantile wishifuknt and indicate how its
irrationality presents a challenge to normativisoast, | consider whether an
analogue of my argument can be made relying omwitier range of phenomena
described by Freudian theory.

In this first chapter, more particularly, | shslletch the philosophical-
historical background of recent normativism by ¢desng Quine’s employment of a
principle of charity. For although Quine crediteiNNilson with coining the term,

Quine’s use of theonceptactually antedates Wilson’s. Certainly, it ighe context

2 It should be emphasized that my argument doesehpbn the actuatuth of Freudian theory.
Rather, it depends merely on the bare scientifgsiility of important elements of it.

% See the conclusion of this thesis for one suggrests to an alternate version of the argument using
more contemporary psychological theory.



of Quinean philosophy of language and mind thatithbegins to assume its
characteristic shape. Moreover, it is Quine’s afsine concept that directly (and
decisively) influences the views of latter-day natmists such as Davidson and
Dennett.

However, since there exists no consensus among eatators about the
proper interpretation of Quinean charity, | shalheass the various interpretations on
offer and—somewhat tentatively—defend that whictkes me as most plausible.
Despite the tentativeness of my conclusions inrdgsird, the process of sifting
through the various interpretations of Quinean ithavill allow me to clarify the
role(s) which charity plays within Quine’s philogopand, by extension, those of his
successors. Most importantly, the resulting imeagion of Quinean charity will, in
later chapters, serve as a foil against which tsiendtive features of more recent
normativism may be thrown into sharper relief. Bespite its kinship with Quinean
normativism, it will be seen to differ from it important respects as well.

But to gain a proper appreciation of normativisimthbQuinean and recent, it
will be instructive first briefly to consider thelation of normativism to a broader
tendency within the philosophy of mind which, isense | shall presently explain,
may be characterized hermeneutical For normativism goes hand-in-hand with a
certain general standpoint about the status ofmtiietal. Moreover, seeing
normativism against the backdrop of this broadéiopbphical stance clarifies the
significance of the argument against normativisnictvh shall develop in later

chapters. To a great extent, my project in thesithshould be understood as an



assault on this hermeneutical view of the mindanaassault on one of its

characteristic expressions, namely, normativism.

Hermeneuticism
In philosophic connections, the word ‘hermenediti@nd its cognates) has its

home in the first instance within the Continentatittion, where it is closely
associated with the philosophies of figures sucHeidegger and Gadamer. Butitis
Wilhelm Dilthey who first formulates the centralrheeneutical doctrines. Foremost
among them is the view thiltatur- andGeisteswissenschaftétat is, natural and
human sciences) demand distinctive methods, raspBct The method proper to the
human sciences Dilthey dubsetsteheh(‘'understanding’), which contrasts with the
method of the natural sciences, which he designatkkareri (‘explanation’).
Significantly, this hermeneutical dichotomizingratural- and human-
scientific methods, though particularly prevaleitiwm Continental philosophy, has
counterparts within Anglo-American philosophy, aekcifically philosophy of
mind. As Rey (2001) makes clear, there is no sigerbf prominent analytic
philosophers who have held that intentional stdtesot submit to natural-scientific
methods. Among those whom Rey cites are Wittgens&lbert Ryle, Thomas
Nagel, Jennifer Hornsby, John McDowell, Colin Mc@idaegwon Kim, David
Lewis, Donald Davidson, and Daniel Dennett. this general view of the mind,
then, regardless of whether its proponents arei@amttl or analytic, that | designate
as ‘hermeneutical’ in the following; and, notaldg, will become clear subsequently,

Quine’s view of the mind is hermeneutical in jusstsense.



To get a proper appreciation of this view of thadiit will be helpful to
examine Rey'’s discussion in the article cited oate terms the ‘insularity of folk
psychology’. Rey quotes there the following passaigJennifer Hornsby’s, wherein
she advocates a conception of folk psychology isfgbrt:

If ‘folk psychology’ is construed by analogy witfolk physics’ or ‘folk

linguistics’, then it carries the implication tHatk psychology is the perhaps

defective version of a subject matter that othphysicists, linguisticians

[sic]) study with more appropriate methods thanfille. The implication is

to be shunnedve ought not to assume at the outset that the losiar

everyday understanding of one another is susceptiborrection and
refinement by experts in some specialist field elegnpirical considerations
of some non-commonsensical kind can be brought¢do {Hornsby 1997c,

3-4, as quoted in Rey 2001, 104)

The view of folk psychology as insular, then, amisuno the claim that scientific
methods have nothing even potentially to contrilmitieer to the emendation or
amendment of our folk psychology. It is an autonasaxdomain unto itself, hewing
to its own methods and answerable only to its avamrow) evidential basés.

It will be helpful briefly to consider how this noeption of the insularity of
folk-psychology relates to what | am calling therheneutical conception of
psychology. First, the two conceptioseento differ in that, whereas insularity
posits a contrast between science and non-sciélkepgychology), hermeneuticism

distinguishes, rather, between two kinds of scienatural and human. Granted, one

can perhaps conceive of drawing a threefold distndetween non-scientific,

“ Cf. (Cherniak 1986, 3-5) where Cherniak uses tirage “the autonomy of the mental” to describe
the view of folk psychology as insular. The metapimay differ but the conception expressed is the
same. This sense of autonomy, however, shouldbieasted with a sense that arises in discussibns o
how psychology relates to more basic fields sucheasobiology and physics. The view that
psychology is autonomous vis-a-vis such fieldfiesview that it is noteducibleto them. The
“autonomy of the mental” in the sense of insularity contrast, although entailing non-reducibility,

a broader doctrine, denying the relevance of neasiance methods to the mental (or at least to fol
psychology) altogether. Many adherents of non-cddlity, Rey included, emphatically reject
autonomy as insularity.



natural-scientific, and human-scientific approacieethe mind. But, in fact, as will
emerge subsequently, hermeneuticists tend to sgeitteswissenschaftlicimethod
as largely continuous with folk method. The hursamrences are at most seen as
somehow refining oextendingcommonsense approaches to their subject matter
rather than as truly distinctive. So the bruitedtcast between insularity and
hermeneuticism is more apparent than real.

A second apparent difference between insularitytartheneuticism is that,
whereas the former merely concerns folk-psychokdgtates, the latter is ostensibly
a doctrine about all psychological states. In,fastRey points out, some insularists
appear to countenance the possibility of a cogn#isience, proceeding according to
natural-scientific methods, so long as this is usid®d to address a distinctive
domain of psychological states isolated taxonoryi@aid causally from the domain
of familiar folk-psychological states. Accordingly may make sense to distinguish a
wide hermeneutical view, which excludes all intentiosialtes from the purview of
natural-scientific methods, fromrerrow hermeneuticism, which does so only for
folk-psychological states, implying no commitmentharespect to other
psychological states, if any. Strictly, then, ilasily amounts to the latter view. In
fact, however, aside from some more recent adreddiitermeneutical views,
adherents of hermeneutical views generally sedmereitot to have considered the
possibility of a separate cognitive psychologytmhave disallowed its possibility—a
fact which tends to diminish the import of the ohistion between wide and narrow
varieties of hermeneuticism. So the notion of lasty corresponds quite closely to

that of the hermeneutical.



But more needs to be said by way of clarifyinglteemeneuticist's main
contention: What does it mean to say that intealistates are not amenable to study
by natural-scientific methods, and what might lead to adopt such a view? In
order to bring the essence of hermeneuticism mdad, it will be instructive to

consider the main features of Dilthey’s (and Maxba#es) early hermeneuticism.

Early Hermeneuticism
Dilthey and Weber posit a mode of understandingdruactivities which

differs from that in which non-human, natural pheema are to be explained. First,
one understands an individual or groups’ behavigerms of their subjective states
(or “meanings” in hermeneutical jargon) (Nagel 19480-81) rather than in terms of
physical or biological states lacking content. Bmrer, the human-sciences’
distinctive subject-matter dictates, in Dilthey aNeber’s view, a distinctive method.
On the standard deductive-nomological model (cinpel 1966), the natural sciences
paradigmatically explain a phenomenon by citing oneore laws which, together
with statements of attendant circumstances, dedeigtentail a statement describing
the phenomenon’s occurrence. Thus, explanationematural sciences requires the
antecedent formulation and confirmation of reasgnstoict general laws which
subsume the phenomenon to be explained.

In understanding human activity, however, in Diitlseview, one is able to
short-circuit the laborious appeal to laws whiclhreltterizes explanation in the
natural sciences. For Dilthey posits a distinctiegnitive faculty of “empathy”
which affords one an intuitive understanding ofenth activity. This faculty allows

one to come to an understanding of another’s beh&vom the inside” through a



process of imaginatively “reliving’n@cherlebeptheir mental states. In this way, |
come to a grasp of the springs of their behavimugh imaginative access to what
would leadmeto behave so if | were “in their shoes,” thatsisnilarly situated.
Further, on Dilthey’s classical hermeneuticist cgpton, the physical and
human sciences differ in the additional respedtiteereas the former seek to
explain phenomena in terms of their causes, therleite subjective states which are
non-causabs the grounds for human beings’ behavior. Oawigw, the knowledge
of “the inner life of another person” is “not a kmledge of causal connections but
rather of a network of meanings, analogous to #te/ork of meanings by which |
understand myself” (Phillips 1996, 62). Diltheyjiermeneuticism, then, contains
several features which are characteristic of heeugeal views of the mind: It
understands human beings’ activity by ascribingntibnal states to them; it employs
a non-natural-scientific method (“reliving” throughfaculty of “empathy”) by which
such understanding is acquired; it yields explamatiof behavior which lack the
covering-law form typical of the natural sciencasd it regards the intentional states
through which it interprets human activity as n@usal grounds of the latter. But not
every feature of Dilthey’s hermeneuticism is ess¢md that philosophical tendency
as | understand it. To see this, it will be usébutonsider some of these features in a

bit more detail.

Features of Hermeneuticism
First, as | have said, hermeneuticism is at bottoerview that the human- and

natural-sciences have distinctive methods. Butesdaticacy is required with respect

® The modern view that our understanding of othessgeds by way of simulation rather than on the
basis of theory is of a piece with Dilthey’s vie®n simulation see (Carruthers and Smith, 1996).



to the word ‘method’. There is a sense in whiah ttivial that the human and
natural sciences have different methods. For el@rthe peculiar subject-matter of
the former (attitudes, beliefs, etc.) permits tee af survey-techniques which have
no application in the natural sciences. In fachae careful formulation of the
definition of hermeneuticism puts it in terms, nbtmethod’ but of ‘methodology’:
hermeneuticism is the view that the human- andrabhiciences have distinctive
methodologies That is, on the hermeneutical view, there asértitive standards by
which human-scientific hypotheses are to be comdrr disconfirmed. As Nagel
puts it, “The crucial question . . . is whethertigtions of subjective states in the
human sciences “involve the use of logical canohighvare different from those
employed in connection with the imputation of ‘atijee’ traits to things in other
areas of inquiry” (1979, 481). This is what | takdoe essential to hermeneuticism.
Accordingly, it is not the employment of ‘relivingr ‘empathy’per sewhich
makes Dilthey’s view of the human sciences hermicist Indeed, such processes
may very well have a heuristic role to play in thecovery of human-scientific
explanatory hypotheses (Nagel 1979, 484), withioertetby possessing a properly
methodological significance. What makes Diltheyis~ hermeneuticist is that he
apparentlydoesassign ‘reliving’ and ‘empathy’ this significande origin of an
explanatory hypothesis through this cognitive clgmnconfirmatory of it. That is
not to say, however, that all hermeneuticist vitaesite the methodological
peculiarity of the human sciences precisely whati&y does, in a faculty of

“reliving” or “empathy.” There are numerous proplssfor what this peculiarity



consists irf. But what unites hermeneutical views is the episiegical point that
they take the human sciences to be methodologidatinctive in one or another
respect.

This means that other features often associatéddheitmeneuticism—such as
Dilthey’'s metaphysical view of intentional statesren-causal—are merely
secondary, contingent ones. The view that metdéé¢s are non-causal has
traditionally been widely held among proponentt@meneuticism. This view
typically takes the form of maintaining that mergtdtes areeasongather than
causes, that the relations that exist among met#tds are logical rather than causal.
But under the pressure of Donald Davidson'’s forcafgumentation (Davidson
1980a), most have abandoned the view that reasom®tbe causes. So latter-day
hermeneuticists are less inclined to share Dilth&ew of intentional states as non-
causal. Indeed, as will emerge later, Davidsorés/of the mental is itself
hermeneuticist despite his holding that mentakstate causal. So it is not essential
to hermeneuticism to see mental states as nonicausa

As | have indicated, Dilthey holds that the humeiersces dispense with strict
laws and explanations based on them. The hermeis#ststress on intentional
states as reasons lends a certain initial plattgibal this conception. For as
Davidson points out, reason-explanations of thewih which our everyday folk-
psychological explanatory practices are repletendact lack the covering-law form

typical of the natural sciences (1980a). In fddhe human sciences relied only on

® For a valuable survey of several different suappsals see (Erwin 1996, 8-41).

"I intend this as arima facieclaim. It may be that, in ways that are not imimgsly apparent, a well-
considered hermeneuticism would commit one to tew ¥hat mental states are non-causal. Indeed,
several commentators on Davidson’s philosophy ofdnairgue that his hermeneutical outlook ill
comports with his view of mental states as causatqny 1989, Child 1994, Evnine 1991).

10



such explanations and eschewed covering-law exjarsaaltogether, then that
would seem sufficient to guarantee the irrelevasfagatural-scientific methodology
to them. For natural-science hypotheses are ditleenselves laws or are tested by
drawing out their entailments in conjunction wigdtws and observing whether they
obtain. Strict laws and the predictions and exgti@ms based on them appear to be
part and parcel of natural-scientific method. S#does appear necessary for the
hermeneuticist to deny their relevance to the hustances if he is to maintain their
methodological autonomy.

Aside from the above features of Dilthey’s hermeiogm, there is some
temptation to see a close connection between heutiersm and an anti-realism or
instrumentalism with respect to the mind. Certgisbme prominent Anglo-
American adherents of hermeneutical views—notaladgiBl Dennett (see Rey 1994),
Colin McGinrf, and, as we will see, Quine—have assigned the msetondary
ontological status. But there is no indicationt thdthey was an anti-realist; and
Davidson explicitly characterizes his theory adiseaSo pending compelling
argument, one should avoid concluding that hermtéists are necessarily

committed to something less than a realism witpeesto the mind.

Hermeneuticism’s Appeal
Early figures like Dilthey and Weber aside, onglmiwonder why so many

prominent contemporary philosophers of mind hawentedtracted to

hermeneuticism. Rey (2001) discusses some coasioles which, he suggests, have

8 Rey (2001, 106) cites Colin McGinn (1991), where@ihn claims “our mental concepts are happily
superficial.”

° It should also be pointed out that in denyingapglicability of natural-scientific methods to the
study of the mind, the hermeneuticist is not thgredimmitting himself to a denial of physicalismeth
view that all that exists belongs to the physicatld.

11



tempted philosophers within the Analytic traditimnthe view that folk psychology is
insular, that is, in effect (cf. p. 5 above), tlerheneutical conception of psychology.
First, there is a functionalism of the sort advedaby David Lewis (1972). On this
view, sometimes referred to as “folk functionalis(f. Rey 1997, 185), mental
vocabulary is defined by Ramsifying over the séetptdititudes” concerning mental
states “which are common knowledge among us” (L&Wi&2, 212). Now, as Rey
notes (2001, 105), such an approach has the effacsulating folk psychology from
scientific inquiry at least to this extent: it visunental concepts &srra cognita
whose essences are patent, and not as naturalidmod® essences, as on a Kripkean
scientific-essentialist conception, are to be illmated by empirical investigation. So
natural-scientific methods have no role to playlfewis in defining our mental
concepts.

But it should be noted that such folk functionalifaits short of altogether
entailing insularity. For suppose that mental epts are defined along the lines
Lewis suggests. That would mean that mental stededd be picked out by our
commonsensical knowledge of such states, but d neebe the case that that
knowledge was exhaustive: there could be addititaw$ concerning those mental
states discoverable by natural-scientific methdsls.even if those methods would
not on Lewis’s account play a role in defining namoncepts, they could still in
principle serve to expand our knowledge concertiioge mental states. Hence, folk
functionalism does not entail the complete instyasf folk psychology.

A second source for the insularity view discussg@by (2001, 107) is the

view that mental concepts have their home in th#eod of reason-explanations.
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These are “explanations in which things are matiligible by being revealed to be,
or to approximate being, as they rationally oughte” in contrast to covering-law
explanations where things are shown to be instapicésw things generally tend to
happen” (McDowell 1985, 389, quoted in Rey 20017)105ince the rational norms
governing these states are presumalyiori, no role remains for an empirical
psychology.

This view, if correct, does have the implicatioattfolk psychology would be
insulated from scientific investigation, for thétéa, as | have suggested (see p. 11
above), stands or falls with the existence of lamd explanations couched in terms
of them. But though an important role of mentat@epts is undoubtedly the one
highlighted by this line of argument—their rolerationalizing explanations—one
justifiably seeks reason why one should acceptrtfeattal states playnly that role.
Why should one accept that there are no laws imvglmnental states and, therefore,
no explanations in terms of them?

A third route to insularity discussed by Rey—oneyvegertinent to my
project—tackles this question head-on. This raaif@avidson’s appeal to
normativism in arguing the “anomalousness of thatal¢' the doctrine that there are
no strict psychophysical laws. The locus classfou®avidson’s argument is his
“Mental Events” (1970). The proper interpretataomd assessment of the argument
are matters concerning which there has been coabigedebate. But if the argument
carries, then itvouldindeed seem to have the consequence of underntheng
scientific pretensions of psychology. For as Jaegiim points out, “Science is

supposed to be nomothetic . . . so that where tardoe no laws there can be no
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science and . . . we have no business pretendibpg tlming science” (Kim 1993e,
194-96, quoted in Rey 2001, 111). So, in this waymativism may entail a
hermeneutical conception of the mind and, therefiie project of refuting
normativism acquires significance as part of a wiedeof the possibility of a scientific

approach to the mind.

Quine as Normativist
With this sketch of the broader philosophic con@ixtormativism in place, |

now turn to Quine as the immediate precursor offimasntemporary normativist
thought. | begin with a discussion of Quine’s gaheonception of language and the
mind before turning specifically to the role of genciple of charity in his thought.
The relevance of the hermeneutical conception®htind in his philosophy will be

apparent at several points.

Quine’s Interpretationism
Quine’s general approach to language and to mitidnk, can be

characterized asterpretationist Although it is Davidson and Dennett whose views
are more commonly described as such, the designsgiems to fit Quine as well,
who in this—as in other respects—is their forerunn&/ith respect to the mind,
“Interpretationists regard an agent’s being endowitld a mind as a matter not of
that agent’s possessing a particular material nugke- . or a particular kind of
internal organization” (Heil 2004, 10), but as aui¢ of the agent’s being so
interpretable on the basis of their behavior. “Titerpretationist thought is that we
can give an account of the circumstances underhahis true that believes thap

by considering the circumstances under wiSdould be interpreted as believing that
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p, on the basis of what she says and does” (Ch#d 1%). But a view which grounds
an account of the meaning of an individual or gitslgnguage in how they can be
interpreted on the basis of their behavior will mbas interpretationist as wéfl. And
Quine indisputably provides an account of languzfgais general sort

Quine’s account of linguistic meaning, which he eleps inWord and Object
(1960), is based on the concept of radical traiesiaf Quine gives an account of
meaning by describing the constraints which, hefiajovern the translation of the
sentences of “the language of a hitherto untougieegle” into the sentences of an
interpreter’s languag¥. Such translation is “radical” because it procegilbout
prior knowledge of the language or assistance fiturd parties in possession of this
knowledge. The translator is forced to rely on ighar evidence is provided by the
behavior of his or her “informants.” Specificallyjs the “stimulus conditions” of
utterances, in effect, the circumstances in whiey are elicited that are to guide the
translator in their translation.

If the interpreter can discover the expressiongfsent and dissent in the
informants’ language, he will find that some sent=nare such that informants’
assent and dissent to them follows a uniform patiach informant assents (or

dissents) to a given such sentence in preciselgahee circumstances, where

9n fact, as William Child notes (1994, 13), Dawdds—the arch-interpretationist—actually reserves
the designation ‘interpretation theory’ to the g#ion of meaning to language. He uses ‘decision
theory’ to denote the project of making sense ohdividual's propositional attitudes.

| consider below to what extent Quine can be reekioan interpretationist with respect to the mind
as well.

2 My summary of Quine’s views on language is heawitjebted to Hookway (1998).

13 Quine describes the interpreter as compiling arfirad which will allow translation of the natives’
utterances into his own language. However, Qun@gue about what such a manual would look like
in detail. He does write (1960, 68) that the liilsgin compiling a manual will segment natives’
utterances into words and phrases, which he wiltleith words and phrases of his own language to
serve as “analytical hypotheses.” So a manuappears, will rather resemble a dictionary. A wi
appear later, Donald Davidson has a much more deedlconception of what such a manual would
require.
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sameness of circumstances is a matter of the sasmehée sensory stimulation to
which they are exposed. These sentences Quims tefas “observation sentences,”
and the ordered pair consisting of the set of dtithat elicit an affirmative response
to such a sentence and the set of stimuli thateeaakegative response to it Quine
calls the observation sentence’s “stimulus meahing.

It is these observation sentences which offeritigaiist entrée into the
natives’ language and represent a key constraitramslation for Quine. For an
acceptable manual of translation, Quine holds, rooistlate with each observation
sentence of the natives’ language an observagintesce of the linguist’s language,
and, in fact, one which is “stimulus synonymousthait, in the sense that it possesses
the same stimulus meaning.

Quine’s classic illustration involves the word gamtence) ‘Gavagai’, which
an English-speaking linguist observes natives tier fitequently in the presence of
rabbits. Moreover, when he asks natives “Gavaghé’pbserves that they assent
(and dissent) in precisely those stimulus condgimnwhich English speakers do to
the sentence “Rabbit’ (or ‘Lo, a rabbit’)” (19629). That is to say, the native’s
“Gavagai” and linguist’s ‘Rabbit’ are stimulus synenous.

Two points should be noted about stimulus meanmbsiimulus synonymy,
respectively. First, the notion of stimulus megntannot be taken as providing some
sort of gloss on the ordinary notion of meaning@r énly a small subset of sentences
will possess a stimulus meaning at all, inasmuamast sentences will not record
observations of one’s immediate environment, andn&is assent or dissent to them

will depend partly on such things as what backgdoogliefs one has. Second, it is
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not enough to ensure that ‘Gavagai’ is correctipstated as ‘Rabbit’ that the two
sentences be stimulus synonymous. Rather, theatpness of such a translation is
vouchsafed only in virtue of its being dictatedebgomplete translation manual that
yields that translation—and there are other comgg@n the correctness of such a
manual in addition to preservation of stimulus niegmacross languages.

Quine notes that it should be possible to iderhfyse expressions of the
natives’ language that function as logical connvesti So, e.g., a negation-operator
can be identified as any expression which “turnssiort sentence to which one will
assent into a sentence from which one will dissam, vice versa” (1960, 57).
Quine requires that a translation manual reflestiththat native expressions which
correspond in this way to truth-functional operatare to be so rendered. Quine
notes, further, that it is possible to identifytfesubjective stimulus synonymy of
sentences” (1960, 68) by a native’s assenting &s#uting to each in precisely the
same circumstances. Quine stipulates that thigtamlaypotheses constituting a
translation manual should yield translations ofteeces which are stimulus-
synonymous for natives with English sentencesdrastimulus-synonymous for
English speakers. Again, some sentences, whicheQabels “stimulus-analytic
(-contradictory),” are assented (dissented) todtyweas regardless of stimulus. Quine
requires that a translation manual yield transtetiof them that are stimulus-analytic
(-contradictory) for English speakers.

Such are the lineaments of Quine’s interpretastaieory of linguistic

meaning. lItis a theory from which Quine drawsrizaiching implications. For

4 Quine’s view of the role of logical connectivesisund up with his views about charity, which |
discuss below.
15 This requirement too has implications for Quinedsception of charity, which | discuss below.
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Quine maintains that even when all possible evidesitaken into account, there will
be multiple manuals that fulfill the above four stnaints which differ substantively
among themselves in that they map particular natrgences onto English sentences
which are not stimulus-synonymous for English spesk So, e.g., the term
‘gavagai’, which in virtue of its stimulus-meanimdhen used as a sentence, seemed
appropriately translated as ‘rabbit’, might—sodarstimulus-meaning is
concerned—just as well be rendered ‘rabbit stag&imdetached rabbit part’, since
the stimulus-meaning of these expressions is e sdut ‘Lo, there is a rabbit
stage’ is not stimulus-synonymous with ‘Lo, thesairabbit’. Quine asserts that
these various translations “could doubtless beraotodated by compensatory
variations in analytical hypotheses concerning oliheutions, so as to conform
equally to . . . all speech dispositions of allas concerned” (1960, 72). Quine’s
point is that though one might hope to discrimiragéveen, say, ‘rabbit’ and
‘undetached rabbit part’ as a rendering of ‘gavaggnatives’ readiness to assent in
the presence of a rabbit when the word appearsamtext naturally translated
‘There is only one X present’, one can preservae¢heering as ‘undetached rabbit
part’ by preferring an alternative rendering ofttbantext. The upshot is that the
sources of evidence for translation expressedaridar constraints “woefully under-
determine the analytical hypotheses” (1960, 72)usT Quine holds, there are
multiple adequate but incompatible translationsienof which can lay claim to
greater correctness than its fellows. This is @sifamous doctrine of the

indeterminacy of translatiofS.

18 For critical discussion of whether such indetemminreally follows from Quine’s account of
translation see (Hookway 1998, Ch. 9).
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Underpinnings of Quine’s Theory of Meaning
Before | address the implications Quine draws ftbat doctrine, | want to

examine its theoretical underpinnings. For thagglications will only be as strong
as the foundations of the theory of meaning whidaiés them. Quine’s views about
language are usefully seen against the backdrbopsa&pistemological and
ontological orientation. Quine is an empiricidthaugh he represents an empiricism
which differs in important ways from that of higyloal positivist predecessors. In
particular, in (1980) he both challenges the orthodistinction of truths into analytic
and synthetic as well as the verificationist themiryneaning, dubbed ‘translationism’
by Quine, which holds that the meaning of a ser@ésthe set of observations which
confirm it. This conception of meaning founderstib@ Duhemian confirmation-
holism to which Quine ascribes. Moreover, empstithat he is, Quine will have no
truck with the Fregean view of meanings as abstatities. A tenable theory of
meaning for Quine needs to comport with the onticlcausterity that empiricism
imposes.

But it is the sciences, and especially physicsclwfor Quine are the
exemplars of empiricist epistemological canonsusliQuine is led on the basis of
his empiricism to a physicalist ontology. As Ho@gnpoints out (1998, 71-72),
Quine subscribe to a ‘determinationist’ doctrineading to which physics is the
fundamental science, inasmuch as all facts supereeiphysical ones. Moreover,
Quine views this as warrant for concluding thatygrttysical objects genuinely exist,
that only physics represents a genuinely factusdalirse. Since, he thinks, non-basic

sciences such as geology and traditional mentaigthology (and possibly even
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biology and chemistry) are not reducible to physilesy are not strictly factual. Only
claims that can be cashed in rigorously physiaahsecan count as factudl.

Not surprisingly, then, Quine eschews mentaligthslogy, preferring a
behavioristic and physiological psychology whichreolosely toes the line of his
austere physicalisiif. And this behaviorism is much in evidence in Qisirteory of
radical translation. For the only evidence to Vihtice interpreter can appeal in
constructing a translation manual is behavioral.tr@nslatability is constituted in
behavioral terms. Indeed, Quine’s central notibstimulus meaning is itself
intended as something of a respectable behavoeistatzfor what he regards as a

hopelessly vague pre-theoretic notion of meaning.

" Hookway observes (1998, 50-54) that Quine’s phafisitrealism is more characteristic of his later
writings. In his earlier works, by contrast, heiss by and large to espouse an anti-realist pdumadir
relativism on which no scheme is fundamental orlagrclaim to strict factuality.

Moreover, as Hookway notes (1998, 76-77), Quingfsrence of physics’ exclusive factuality on the
basis of his determinationism may be too quickr tRough physics may describe the fine structure of
reality, there may be broader structural featufesality that only the special sciences reveal (cf
Fodor 1974).

18 |1n some respects, however, the appeal of behawidir Quine is puzzling. After all, Quine’s
confirmation holism negates one of the main moitret for behaviorism. For methodological
behaviorism in psychology is based on the viewt‘thdy what is publicly observable is a fit subject
for science” (Heil 2004, 65). Confirmational hatidoosens the connection between entities and the
observational evidence which confirms their existerthereby accommodating unobservable
theoretical entities—rightly—within the purview sfience. As Heil astutely observes (2004, 52),
“Philosophers impressed by behaviorism in psychpkmmetimes failed to appreciate the extent to
which the behaviorist conception of mind was thedpict of a contentious philosophical conception of
scientific method. Ironically, the roots of thanception lay in a positivist tradition that marfytleese
same philosophers would have found unappealindnis appliear excellenceéo Quine. Indeed,
Quine is himself one of the chief demolition-exgeot that very positivist tradition that undergirds
psychological behaviorism.

19 Quine’s reference to “the conceptual slough of mvegt (1960, 43) vividly betrays his attitude to
that pre-theoretical notion.
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Implications for Meaning and Mind
Now as noted, the theory based on such stimulasimg seems to leave

translation indeterminaf@. Quine grants that some manuals will be prefertle
pragmatic reasons. For example, choosing to @tmshktives in such a way that the
statements they make are rendered by statemewv®uld make in similar
circumstances may make mutual cooperation ea8igain, the relative simplicity of
the translations a manual yields may recommefid But such pragmatic
considerations are not substantive constrainty;dbenot reduce the range of
factually correct translations. The indetermineamyains unabated.

This indeterminacy Quine takes to warrant skepticiout meaning® As
Hookway observes, by contrast with the translasionihat Quine subverts in (1980),
Quine’s account of meaning may appear to be a tdreemantic holism, a view in
which the whole language is in some sense theofinieaning. Sentences (and
words) carry what meaning they have only via theleging they receive along with
all other sentences of the language in the comtferadical translation. But, in fact,
Quine’s view seems to be that once the posititriahslationist conception of

meaning is undermined, there is not “much to sapameaning at all” (Hookway

?|Indeed, the renderings of the same word in altermanslation manuals can even fail of co-
referentiality (e.g., ‘rabbit’ and ‘rabbit-stagearf‘gavagai’). Quine refers to this consequenchisf
scheme of radical translation as ‘the inscrutabditreference’.

L Indeed, pure aesthetic reasons may lead one ¢o ¢ae manual over others. (In fact, simplicity
may be one relevant aesthetic value.) One can@weiBion emotional reasons: Choosing to render
the bulk of natives’ statements as about objedterahan object-stages or undetached parts of them
(cf. ‘gavagai’) might mitigate a sense of alienattowards the natives.

More seriously, on Hookway'’s view, charity for Qeiis merely one pragmatic consideration among
others bearing on the choice of manuals. It issnobnstitutive constraint on translation. | ratto

this reading of Quinean charity below.

2| e., a constitutive skepticism about the vensetice of meaning, not an epistemological skepticis
concerning whether meaning is knowable (cf. Millé88, 132).

As will emerge later, Davidson by contrast doestaké indeterminacy of his radical interpretation t
support such skepticism.
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1988, 166). The indeterminacy of translation Ispgdom for the last best hope for a
respectably empiricist account of meaning.

But more than this, Quine draws equally radicalliogpions from his doctrine
for the mind. In our everyday practice, we explaiman behavior through
propositional attitudes such as belief and destech states are identified largely
through their content, which we identify througlaticlauses (‘Ptolemy believédat
the sun revolved around the earth’). But givenitiseterminacy of translation, such
attributions of propositional attitude seem to dmenodefinitecontent. The native’s
assent to ‘Gavagai’, e.g., is equally well intetpdeas an expression of his belief that
there is a rabbit before him, or the belief thar¢éhis an undetached rabbit-part before
him. There is no fact-of-the-matter which is tlaive’s true belief, Quine concludes.
Thus, the indeterminacy of translation comes teahintentional psychology as well
as languagé®

Quine observes that Franz Brentano had arguetiéahesis that “there is no
breaking out of the intentional vocabulary by explzg its members in other terms”
(1960, 220). That is, Brentano had argued thatihpossible to give an account of
intentional psychology (and other intentional damsiin purely physicalist terms,
and infers on this basis that the mind is an autang realm. Quine himself accepts
Brentano’s premise (the indeterminacy of transta@stablishes as much) but draws a
different conclusion from it:

One may accept the Brentano thesis either as sgdivnindispensability of

the intentional idioms and the importance of amaamous science of
intention, or as showing the baselessness of intaitidioms and the

Z«Evidently, then, the relativity to non-unique syms of analytical hypotheses invests not only
translational synonymy but intentional notions gatig” (1960, 221).
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emptiness of a science of intention. My attitudgdike Brentano’s, is the
second. (1960, 221)

Given Quine’s prior commitment to physicalism, whior him involves the notion
that only what can actually be cashed in physiahs can lay claim to factualify,

he feels entitled to infer that psychology is “dase.” He emphasizes, however, that
he is not urging the abandonment of intentionalnts; he acknowledges their
practical utility. But he insists, “If we are lirmg the true and ultimate structure of
reality, the canonical scheme for us is the austelneme that knows . . . no
propositional attitudes but only the physical cdaogsbn and behavior of organisms”
(1960, 221). So Quine appears to infer a quitestighgoing anti-realism with

respect to the mind on the basis of the indeteroyimd translation.

Criticisms of Quine’s Argument
Naturally, Quine’s doctrine of the indeterminadytranslation has not sat well

with many, and, as Hookway notes (1998, 144-4%3,tiémpting to see Quine’s
argument for it rather asraductio ad absurduraf one or more of its premises. In
particular, Quine’s behavioristic restriction okthossible evidence for translation
largely to the facts about observation sentend¢aautus-meaning has seemed
vulnerable. Noam Chomsky observes that it is ngirssing that incompatible
translations are obtainable when evidence is otstriso, but “It is less obvious that
there are incompatible hypotheses such that noiimablg evidence can bear on the
choice between them” (Chomsky and Katz 1974, 7 ¥act, as Hookway notes,

there would appear to be a wealth of other sores/mfence bearing on the selection

% Essentially, i.e., he regards physicalism as Bmggihat there are no genuine (no factual)
autonomous non-basic sciences.
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of translation manuals, for example, facts aboud perception, desire, and
reasoning (1998, 158).

Hookway stresses that Quine’s restriction of thevant evidence is not
unmotivated. Quine regards ordinary psychology sl not strictly factual, and
holds that for scientific purposes it should yigdda suitable regimentation which will
be behavioristic or physiological in character (89960-62). But, | submit, though it
is open to Quine to appeal to the non-factualitynehtalist psychology in justifying
his limitation of evidence for the indeterminacytEnslation to the behavioral, the
problem this poses for his attempt to draw consecgeof that indeterminacy for the
mind is readily apparent. Quine wishes to argamfthe indeterminacy of
translation to the factual illegitimacy of intemal psychology. But his reliance on
exclusively behavioristic evidence and repudiabbsuch evidence as could be
afforded by intentional psychology can be justifady by the prior rejection of
intentional psychology. That is, in attemptingriter the non-factuality of
intentional psychology from the indeterminacy @inslation Quine simply begs the
guestion in a rather crass fashion.

A Reoinder Foreclosed
Precisely at this point a rejoinder that wouldpen to a thoroughgoing

interpretationist such as Davidson seems closetb@uine. In the case of
Davidson, it is clear that he intends to give a@enpretationist account of both
meaning and psychology. In fact, he insists thigtriequires giving a unitary account
wherein facts of meaning and of psychology arébatted all at once in an
interconnected fashion. On such a view, there @vbal clear motivation for

bracketing ordinary-psychological evidence fromufigg into one’s account of
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radical translation. For inasmuch as such anpnégationism proposes to be a
constitutive account of psychology as well as megnt cannot advert to
psychological evidence without circularity. Thetrection to purely behavioristic
evidence that Quine insists on, then, would befjedtby its allowing one to avoid
such circularity?® But it is far from clear that this maneuver isiéable to Quine.

For there seems no definitive indication that Quaan interpretionist with respect to
psychology. At least on its face, Quine’s accafriradical translation is an account
of meaning alone, and, unlike Davidson’s accownmat obviously embedded in a
general account of intentionality. Nor does Quine anything that could be
construed as a separate interpretationist accduméental states. Granted, Quine
shares Dennett’s instrumentalist outlook with respe the mind—and Dennett is an
interpretationist with respect to that domain—ms#tiumentalism does not appear to

entalil interpretationism with respect to psychology

Quine as Hermeneuticist
Perhaps enough has been said to give color to @uieeeral view of

meaning and psychology. Before turning to the ableharity in Quine, however, |
would like to briefly comment on the extent to whiQuine’s view of the meaning
and mind is aptly characterized as hermeneutithg issue is in what degree for
Quine these domains float free of natural-scientifiethodology and sources of
evidence. As the quote frolord and Objecabove indicates (see p. 22), Quine
diverges from Brentano in denying the importancarofautonomous science of

intention.” His view seems to be that mind andjlaage are not properly scientific

% But to exclude other sorts of non-intentional evide, especially neurophysiological evidence, as do
Quine and Davidson, requires some other justificati
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domains at all. Moreover, in the case of the taties restriction of the sources of
evidence for radical translation (essentially,ttmalus-meaning) runs counter to the
confirmation holism which Quine—rightly—takes towgon methodology in the
sciences. With respect to psychology, Quine is ¢egplicit about what methods he
takes to govern the attribution of intentional esat But if Quine is a normativist (see
the next section), and if Davidson is correct iguamg that normative constraints on
the propositional attitudes entail that there aretnict psychophysical laws (see p. 13
above), then his normativism would itself seemdmmit him to the inapplicability

of natural-scientific methods to intentional stat&o there appears ample reason to

regard Quine’s view of psychology (and languagd)eameneutical or insularist.

Quinean Charity
In the present section, | shall rough out a pdro&Quinean charity. But

there exist competing interpretations of Quine’artl doctrine and the role which it
plays within his views of language and mind. Sball first set out what appear to be
the main interpretative options. Then | shall ex@nsome of the chief sources for
Quine’s charity doctrine in his writings with a widowards adjudicating among the
alternative interpretations as well as pinning daithrer matters of interpretation on
which the major readings are silent. My conclusionthis regard will be somewhat
tentative, but perhaps | can excuse this by natiagmy consideration of Quinean
charity is largely meant to prepare for and illuatenthe sorts of issues that will arise
in considering, in Ch. 2, the charity doctrine attér-day normativists such as

Davidson.
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The Pragmatic Interpetation
Christopher Hookway develops a pragmatic interpicetaof Quinean charity.

As mentioned above, Quine holds that radical tetisli is indeterminate: the sum of
evidence relevant to the translation of a natil@'guage into an interpreter’s
language substantively underdetermines how it ettranslated. But Quine appears
to acknowledge a category of “supplementary canwisth, he suggests, linguists
use to narrow the range of possible translationgastls and phrases. So, for
example, they will translate ‘gavagai’ as ‘rabbéther than ‘rabbit part’, Quine
states, because they will assume that “the morspromously segregated wholes are
likelier to bear the simpler terms” (1960, 74). dhway interprets Quine here as
acknowledging a class of purely pragmatic criteriach, though their employment is
justifiable by their utility, do not in any way spgrt the truth of the analytical
hypotheses they favor (1988, 135).

Moreover, Hookway reckons Quine’s principle of éhato this class. We
prefer translations that maximize our agreemertt wihers, so “the best translation
will be one that minimizes inexplicable error”. i$limakes it easier for us to learn
from their testimony, and helps us to co-operaté tiem” (1988, 136). But, again,
such a principle does not diminish indeterminaltys merely a useful device for

living with that indeterminacy.

The Constitutive Interpretation
Hookway contrasts Quine with Davidson in this relgaWhereas for Quine

charity is a mere pragmatic expedient, for Davidisas “constitutive of correctness.”
An adequate translation must show that nativesétseare mostly true (1988, 170).

Hookway rather offhandedly mentions that Quine rigtid that we are compelled
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to translate natives in a way that sees them agradpeur logical principles, but
suggests that “his views on this matter are n&rtlgl988, 136). So, by and large,
Hookway minimizes any role of charity as a constreiconstraint on translation for
Quine. Moreover, if he is right, then at bottonagty is not a constitutive constraint
on psychology either. For if it were, it would feece constrain translation as well.

A constitutive reading of Quinean charity, howewamnot be casually
dismissed. As Ed Stein points out, Quine’s disicurssf “prelogical mentality”
(1960, 58) gives the impression that “our logicidddoeimposedon the people we
translate” (Stein 1996, 113). Stein observestthiatmight suggest that Quine
adheres to a “strong principle of charity” accoglio which “people shouldlways
be interpreted as rational” (1996, 24). Such agppie would, in effect, make
(theoretical) rationality a necessary conditiontfe possession of mentality or
language; that is, it would render charity a cdostie constraint on psychology and
language.
The Heuristic (or ‘Weak’) Interpretation

Stein notes, however, that there is also texduaence that seems to undercut
such a strong reading of Quinean charity (1996).1fRline’s statement that “one’s
interlocutor’s silliness, beyond a certain poistldss likely than bad translation”
(1960, 59) strongly suggests at least the podyilmfian agent’s illogicality, which
runs counter to Stein’s strong reading of chargcordingly, Stein mentions an
alternative “weak version” of Quine’s principle darity on which charity is
“defeasible (it says that people should be intégar@s rationalinlessthere is strong

evidence to suggest otherwise)” (1996, 24).
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Hans-Johann Glock explicitly advocates a readinQuhean charity more or
less along these [iné8.He states that, for Quine, charity is merely euitistic”
device that “enhances the prospects of interpoetafiGlock 2003, 184, cf. 238).
What Glock seems to mean is that our interpretataoe more likely to be correct to
the extent that they are charitable. Thus, heagpe attribute Stein’s weak charity
to Quine. He maintains, further, that in conttasDavidson, “charity” for Quine “is
not constitutive of the concepts of translatiomnderpretation” (2003, 238; cf. 33).
So the heuristic/weak reading of charity represargscond non-constitutive reading
of Quinean charity, alongside Hookway’s pragmagigding.
The Interpretations Compared

It is important, however, not to be misled by teeis in which the
interpretative controversy surrounding Quinean ith& cast. The contrast between
the terms ‘constitutive’ and ‘pragmatic’, in pattlar, may suggest that the
interpretative issue somehow turns on whether Quimgs language and mind as
factual or non-factual domains. But, in truth, thajor proponents of each of the
three interpretative options described—constitygpragmatic, and heuristic—take
for granted that Quine regards meaning and mimbasfactual. Rather, the bone of
contention among the readings, in the first instarmcsimply whether for Quine
charity is an obligatory demand on interpretatidimis will be so if on Quine’s
account interpretations cannot even be generatedsioharity is applied. The
constitutive reading takes this to be the caser@dsethe pragmatic and heuristic

readings do not. The latter two readings holdemdtthat Quine’s account generates

% ppparently, he does so on the basis of the texavidlence just discussed. Cf., e.g., (Glock 2003,
172 and 184).
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interpretations independently of charity. On thagmatic reading, charity enters in
only as a device for winnowing down in useful wélys range of acceptable,
independently generated interpretations. On tlheistec reading, it merely serves to
increase an interpreter’s likelihood of correctljching onto one of the range of
acceptable, independently generated interpretatiBosh pragmatic and heuristic
readings, then, agree in assigning charity a soraemharginal place in Quine’s
account of meaning and mind.

There are important differences between the heuasd pragmatic readings,
however. A salient difference between the twoadhpps best approached by
considering the implications of Quine’s famous cégn of the traditional distinction
between analytic and synthetic truths (1980). Qhisedistinction is rejected, so is
the—in some measure—correlative distinction betwaepnosteriorianda priori
knowledge. Perhaps it is apt to say that for Qalh&uths are synthetic and all
genuine knowledga posteriori

Now the heuristic reading seems to accord chanty posterioristatus. The
heuristic interpretation of charity seems to regaesd an empirical truth that agents
generally tend to be logical, €tt.Glock at least seems to see to the matter shefor
cites “Quine’s naturalism” as a reason that Quierenot share Davidson’s
constitutive approach to charity (2003, 33)The heuristic interpretation asserts a

presumption of logicality, etc.: one shouldn’t dutite obvious error without

2" Some qualification is in order here: In light ofi@e’s ultimate denial of factuality to the inteomial
idiom, the heuristic reading cannot strictly bedgai regard it as an aposteriori or empiricath that
agents tend to be logical, etc. Nonethelessgdnas the provenance of the principle of charity as
empirical to the extent that it is based on sonngttike experiential ‘evidence’.

2 \Whether Glock is correct in thinking that Quine&turalism rules out his taking a constitutive view
of charity is a point that | address below.
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(empirical) evidence that overrides that presunmtiBresumably, that is because
there is taken to be overwhelming (empirical) emkethat people are generally
logical, etc. Things stand quite differently wrspect to the pragmatic reading. In
contrast to the heuristic reading, the pragmaadirgy is decidedly non-empirical.
Nonetheless, it might be misleading to characteheeprinciple of charity on this
reading a® priori. Charity on this reading is seen as a purelyoopli instrumental
expedient. So the notion of theoriori, which is bound up with that of necessity,
does not get a foothofd.

Both the heuristic and pragmatic readings, thougike the possibility that
charity for Quine is not a constitutive constrantintentional attitudes, which is
significant for two reasons. First, if either irgeetation is correct, then the status
Quine assigns the principle of charity differs neatly from that assigned it by latter-
day proponents of charity such as Davidson and 8nnho clearly assign it a
constitutive role® Moreover, if charityis non-constitutive for Quine, this raises an
issue whether Quine is even genuinely to be clagsednormativist.

Usage of the phrase ‘principle of charity’ suggdélst it is neutral with
respect to its status asposteriorior a priori, constitutive or non-constitutive

However, usage of the term ‘normativism’—such as-#seems to reserve it for

29 |f charity is constitutive for Quine, by contrastiere is still, however, some problem in descrtitn
asa priori. The problem is that Quindtimatelydenies factuality to the intentional idiom andréiey
renders notions of truth and knowledge inapplicabli. Cf. above p. 30, n. 27. However, | take t
necessary, non-empirical character of charity encthnstitutive reading to justify the use, in aglou
and-ready way, of the designatianpriori’.

% Actually, the situation with respect to Dennetaibit complex. Dennett seems to be an
instrumentalist with respect to the mind (cf. R&994]), which may initially suggest the pragmatic
reading of charity. But the principle is mandataiyh respect to psychological attribution in a way
would not be for Quine. So charity, | think, issbeeen as constitutive for Dennett.

31 The usage of Hookway, Stein, and Glock with respethe interpretation of Quinean charity which
| have discussed above demonstrates as much.
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views which regard charity as arpriori constitutive constraint for the possession of
propositional attitudes. In any case, that is h@am using the term in this
dissertation. This provides me with a ready destign for the view which at which |
am leveling in this project. For it is no partrof plan to argue against charfigr se
where there is no implication that the principl@esorded priori constitutive status.
It is the view that sees rationality asapriori condition on possession of
propositional attitudes which | take as my speddiget. | am concessive with
respect to the possibility that the best accoumiropositional content may turn out to
place normative constraints on the possession tégat some) concepts. Such
would be the case if an inferential-role or so-edlitwo-factor’ theory of content
proved to be the correct offe But the truth of such a theory, | am inclined to
believe, would be one that could be discovered arpgsteriori*® At all events, in

my usage, such theories will not be reckoned ‘norsd.

With the term’s usage fixed as | have done, oreeithe heuristic or
pragmatic reading, Quine decidedly does not cosiiat @ormativist, since either
reading renders Quinean charity non-constituti@ee issue, then, as | proceed to
examine the chief sources in Quine’s writing fa ilews on charity, will be whether
the bulk of the evidence supports a constitutia@r(rativist) or non-constitutive
reading. At stake is the extent of continuity begw Quine and his clearly

normativist successors.

¥ gee, e.g., Rey (1997, 237-63) for characterizatidriheories of these types.

33 Of course, one possible outcome is that despitexistence oé posteriorinormative constraints on
propositional attitudes, they could fall far shofthe rather severe ones which normativists tylyica
impose. | return to this matter in Ch. 2.
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Quine’s Pronouncements Concerning Charity
One of thdoci classicifor Quine’s charity doctrine is hi&ord and Object

sect. 13, “Translating Logical Connectives” (1960,61). In the context of his
account of radical translation, Quine here propesethod for identifying and
translating those locutions of a language thatesgtruth functions. Quine states
“semantic criteria” for various truth functionsterms of natives’ assent or dissent to
sentences. So, for example, “The semantic critefoo negation,” Quine writes, “is
that it turns any short sentence to which one agfient into a sentence from which
one will dissent, and vice versa” (1960, 57). Agalne criterion for conjunction is
that an expression turns two short sentences isemtence to which one will assent
just in case one will assent to both of its compirsentences. The restriction to
short sentences is meant to rule out the posgibilia native’s diverging from criteria
simply as a result of the confusion which, Quinekh, long sentences can engender.
Once an expression is identified as expressingth tunction in this way it may be
straightforwardly translated with the correspondirglish expression (e.g., ‘not’ for
negation).

Quine observes that his approach to the translaficonnectives conflicts
with the doctrine of “prelogical mentality,” whidie attributes to the anthropologist
Lucien Levy-Bruhl (1960, 58n1). Ignoring nicetigsLevy-Bruhl’'s original doctrine,
Quine focuses on a “caricature” of the view, aceaydo which “there are pre-logical
peoples who accept certain simple self-contradistias true” (1976, 109), that is,
“sentences translatable in the forpaind notfp™” (1960, 58). Quine rightly notes that

his views about the translation of connectives eeitkis hypothesis “absurd.” For by
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the criterion for conjunction, a native will assémtp and notp’** just in case they

will both assent tog’ and assent to ‘nq¥’. But by the criterion for negation, they
will assent to ‘nop’ just in case they wiltlissentto ‘p’. That is, the supposition that
a native accepts a sentence translatablp asd notp’ entails the absurdity that they
both assent to and dissent pband, therefore, must be rejected. Accordingly, o
Quine’s account, pre-logical mentality is impossibPrelogicality is ruled out
because, Quine maintains, “better translation ireap@air logic” on natives: “fair
translation preserves logical laws” (1960, 58-59h much so, Quine holds, that even
when someone seems to espouse a logic in whidficaldaw like non-contradiction
is rejected, we are led to reinterpret their Efngéiatements rather than attribute to
them a contradictory logic (though this means adarg the usual homophonic
translations).

Such a practice rests, Quine asserts, on “The makimnanslation . . . that
assertions startlingly false on the face of theenli&ely to turn on hidden differences
of language.” He notes further, “The common sdredend the maxim is that one’s
interlocutor’s silliness, beyond a certain poistlass likely than bad translation . . .”
(1960, 59); and in a footnote, he suggests anigfitietween this idea and N. L.
Wilson’s “principle of charity” (1960, 59n2). Irffect, then, Quine here states his

own principle of charity?

34 Or, more precisely, the corresponding native sertésimilarly for p’ and for ‘notp’). Also, it is
assumed here that sentenges sufficiently short.

% Quine does not at this point refer to the prireiphich he enunciates here as a ‘principle of tjiari
But a bit later (1960, 69n1), he identifies thenpipple of charity as having been a focus of set. 1
There is also the use of the phrase ‘fair trarma({1960, 59), ‘fair’, of course, being a synongin
‘charitable’.
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Aside from the appeal Quine makes to charity taugdohis views about the
role of logic in translation, charity seems to er@eine’s account of translation in
Word and Objecat a second point. As | noted above (p. 17), ®udentifies as a
constraint on translation that a manual should sggences which are stimulus-
analytic (-contradictory) for natives onto Englsdntences that are so for English
speakers. Quine remarks, however (1960, 69) thimtnjunction is not to be taken
altogether strictly. He says that a manual maynjtea few native sentences which
are stimulus-analytic to be translated by Englisbsothat are not if the manual has
the merit of being markedly simpler than alternatimanuals. Nonetheless, stimulus-
analyticity is generally to be preserved in tratislg and Quine underwrites this by
an appeal to charity. He writes, “the more absurrexotic the beliefs imputed to a
people, the more suspicious we are entitled tof bleectranslations” (1960, 69); and
in this connection he refers back to his earliscdssion of charity in sect. 13.

Such are Quine’s pronouncements about chariyand and Object Leaving
aside Quine’s remarks about stimulus-analyticitythe moment and focusing on
sect. 13, there are essentially four elements im&giaccount of charity requiring
coordination: (1) Quine’s semantic criteria for tr@nslation of truth-functional
connectives, (2) his claim that “fair translatioregerves logical laws” (1960, 59), (3)
the phenomena such as prelogicality and deviamt tbgt Quine wishes to rule out,
and (4) the bedrock principles, namely, the “maxth@t assertions startlingly false
on the face of them are likely to turn on hiddeffiedences of language” and “the
common sense behind the maxim . . . that one’slattator’s silliness, beyond a

certain point, is less likely than bad translation” (1960, 59).
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A few comments about the relations among theseeaitsrare in order. First,
although Quine appeals to (1) the semantic criferighe truth-functional
connectives to rule out natives’ accepting a serg®f the formp and notp’ (cf. 3),
these criteria do not rule out illogical phenomenahe part of natives in general.
They do not rule out natives’ acceptance of se®g(e.g., of the form ‘alP are not
P’) whose logical falsehood is not a matter of thaith-functional structurg®
Rather, it is (2) Quine’s insistence that transkafpreserve logical laws that is
responsible for ruling out the illogical phenomeraurther, it is (4) the bedrock
principles that for Quine are supposed to proviweultimate grounding for his view

about logic encapsulated in (2).

The Scope of Quinean Charity
This, however, raises a slight interpretative diffty. To see how this is so, it

will be useful to set out a distinction, owing temald Davidson, between two sorts
of charity principles, namely, Principles @brrespondencand Principles of
Coherence Roughly, whereas the former concern the truthnogent’s statements
or beliefs, the latter concern the degree of rafieonsistency among an agent’s
statements, beliefs, or other propositional atésu(tf. Glock 2003, 194-95). An
issue with respect to the interpretation of Quinelaarity, then, is whether he
advances a Principle of Coherence in additionRoiaciple of Correspondence.
Now the bedrock principles (4), whatever their impo detail, seem to
preclude an agent’s making “startingly false” assas or having beliefs of that sort.

So they pretty clearly amount to a Principle of i@spondence. Things are less

% Moreover, Quine emphasizes that semantic critenaparable to those for the truth-functional
connectives cannot be formulated for the non-tfutietional elements of language such as
guantificational expressions. See (1960, 60).
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straightforward, however, with respect to Coherern@eine’s insistence (2) that
translation preserve logical laws may suggest aciiie of Coherence inasmuch as
logic formulates principles which bear on the cetesicy of sets of propositions and,
therefore, beliefs. Indeed, any valid sequgfr is tantamount to a consistency
constraint on beliefs, namely, one requiring theg oot simultaneously entertain the
beliefsp, q, and not. But Quine’s examples of translations which araaceptable
because they would violate the injunction to preséogical laws all involve the
attribution of single contradictory beliefs, notamsistent sets of beliefs (e.g., the
belief thatp and notp).*’ In fact, the “logical laws” Quine seems to haweriind in
the first instance are the “tautologies” and othagical truths” (1960, 60).

Moreover, Correspondence Principles like the bddpomciples of (4) imply nothing
aboutcoherenceamong propositional attitudes.

But Quine’s semantic criteria (1) for translatihg truth-functional
connectives entail a degree of consistency amoragant’s beliefs. For example,
the criterion for negation rules out an agent’sutemeously believing and notp.

In fact, Quine’s semantic criteria rule out an atgehaving any inconsistent set of
beliefs whose inconsistency is a matter of theeser#s’ truth-functional structure.
But, of course, there is a very close relation leetwlogical falsehood and
inconsistency: a set of sentenges, r is inconsistent just in case their conjunction
p&gé&r is a logical falsehood. In light of this facteth Quine’s account of charity
seems to preclude an agent’s having at le@steinconsistent sets of beliefs whose

inconsistency isiot a matter of truth-functional structure. For iéth is any such set

3" This statement requires the obvious qualificatit a single contradictory belief itself virtually
constitutes an inconsistent set of beliefs, nanthlysingleton which has that belief as its only
member.
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p, g, r whose corresponding conjunction is “startinglsé&lfor an agent, then by (4)
the bedrock principles it apparently should notiberibed to the agent. But then it
follows from Quine’s semantic criterion for conjuion that the agent does not hold
the inconsistent set of beligisq, r either. The upshot, then, is that even though
Quine’s account seems to emphasize Correspondeadgycnonetheless, it includes
elements of Coherence charity as well.

Nonetheless, there are fairly severe limits tostt@pe it grants to Coherence,
that is, rationality-charity. For, since Quinetcaunt of charity applies only to
beliefs, its scope is restrictedtteeoreticalrationality. The whole domain of
practical rationality, inasmuch as it concerns @ssiintentions, and actions in
addition to beliefs, is excluded from its spherapplication®® But even within
theoretical rationality, its scope is quite narrowWhis can be seen by considering its
significance for the part of theoretical rationalihat isprocedural which concerns
the processes one follows in forming beliefs, gsospd to the part that ssatal
which concerns the relations among the producssio processes. The applicability
of Quinean charity to processes of belief-format®ohmited. It restricts inferences
whose invalidity would introduce a logical incortsiscy into an agent’s belief set.
But it is less clear that it restricts inferencdsoge conclusions, though not entailed
by the premises of the inference, introduce no smobnsistency. So many—in fact,
most—deductively invalid inferences slip by Quinefarity principles. Indeed, they
fail to constrain most non-deductive (i.e., induetand abductive) inferences for the

same reason. Quine’s charity principles alsotéadonstrain cases of procedural

3 As is any other sort of rationality—such as emmaiarationality—that does not exclusively concern
beliefs (though on a cognitive theory of emotiofhene emotions are understood as kinds of beliefs,
emotional rationality reduces to a sort of theaadtrationality).
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theoretical irrationality that are not a mattefagfical inference at all, such as cases

of self-deception. The scope of Coherence charifuine, then, is quite narrow.

Other Interpretative Issues
Issues of scope aside, other points with respetietinterpretation of the

content of Quinean charity demand consideratiarst,Rhere is an issue of its
strength even within its sphere of application.w\on their face, the bedrock
principles suggest a certain moderation in Quiradarity. The impression they
impart is that it is only$tartingly false” beliefs that one needs to be wary of aswgib
to agents, that the epistemic impropriety of hajdialse beliefs admits of degrees,
and only “beyond a certain point”, only when theoeinvolved in holding a false
belief would rise to a certain level of egregiouss)ienust one avoid attributing it.
This is quite clear, moreover, from Quine’s forntida of charity in hisPhilosophy

of Logicas the principle to “Save the obvious™ (1986)82is only obviously false
beliefs that one must not ascribe to an agent.

But, at least with respect to logic, this impreasid moderation is belied by
other statements that Quine makes in the same (886, 82-83). He gives the
impression that logic constrains translation gsitectly: “If a native is prepared to
assent to some compound sentence but not to atoenstthis is a reason not to
construe the construction as conjunction.” In@fféwve build logic into our manual
of translation” (1986, 82). Moreover, Quine statest “every logical truth is

obvious, actually or potentially.” Consequentlyht canon ‘Save the obvious’ bans

any manual of translation that would represenfaoheigners as contradicting our

39 |ssues of the scope of various charity principiésbe something of 4eitmotifin subsequent
chapters, for aside from purely interpretative goes, such issues have a bearing on the success of
my arguments against charity constraints.
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logic” (1986, 82-83). So Quine evidently holdsttbharity with respect to logic is
ideal: it rules out all logical falsehoods (anddnsistency?’.

Christopher Cherniak, however, observes that Qsiniew here is quite
problematic. “Such a translation principle,” Chaknwrites, “excludes an agent from
accepting even the most obscure inconsistenciad,*ienplies triviality of
significant portions of the deductive sciences”€@tiak 1986, 96).  Quine writes,
“every logical truth is obvious, actually or potetiy. Each, that is to say, is either
obvious as it stands or can be reached from obvratiss by a sequence of
individually obvious steps” (Quine 1986, 82-83)0, &s Cherniak notes, Quine here
distinguishes between the actual obviousness wditalches to the axioms of a
logistic from the mere potential obvious which elttes to the theorems of the system.
But in holding that logical falsehoods must notalseribed to agents, Quine illicitly
(and implausibly) treats all logical truths ashiéy were actually obvious.

Finding such ideal charity with respect to logicfietched, Cherniak prefers
to consider the implications of a more moderatagypie: “Better translation favors
the subject’s not accepting the more obvious insteiscies™ (1986, 96). But he
stops short of attributing this principle to Quine.fact, he earlier writes that

“Quine’s translation methodology . . . presuppcaesdeal consistency condition”

0 A qualification, however, may immediately suggéself. Quine writes that “corrigible confusions
in complex sentences” are possibly exempted froamitghconstraints on logic (1986, 83). Cf. his
formulations of the semantic criteria for the trfitimctional connectives iword and Objecgtwhich

are qualified so as to apply only to short senteift860, 57-58). This may seem to greatly limé th
strength of Quinean logic-charity. But such resions based on sentence-length seem to be
allowances for failures tparselong sentences, that is, for confusions aboutrtbaningf sentences,
rather than for an agent’s actually entertaininggical falsehood (or inconsistent beliefs). Theg,.,

a native may assent to a long conjunction but disgeone of its shorter constituents when queried
simply because they are (temporarily) confused ath@umeaning of the conjunction as a whole.
Such linguistic confusion does not constitute eoist or rational error.
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(1986, 18). So Cherniak apparently attributesrg sgrong charity to principle to
Quine as far as logic is concerned. | follow Clegtnn this assessment and shall
proceed on the assumption that Quinean logic-ghigritieal.

That Quine regards logic-charity as ideal makesthestion what
demarcation ‘obvious falsehood’ represents for @umoot with respect to this sort
of charity. However, Quine’s principle to ‘Savestbbvious’ takes in more than
logic. Quine writes, “Being thus built into traasbn is not an exclusive trait of
logic. If the natives are not prepared to asseatdertain sentence in the rain,
then ... we have reason not to translate theeseatas ‘It is raining™ (1986, 82).

His point is that to render the sentence as flaising’ would mean attributing to
them what in the circumstances is an obviouslyefalslief and, therefore, violating
his charity principle. But, of course, not alldalbeliefs are in any intuitive sense
obviously so. As Quine puts it, “the incidenceobViousness” in most domains is
less than that of logic. So application of Quin@axim beyond logic requires clarity
as to what constitutes obvious falsity.

Quine, in line with the general behavioristic atetion of his account of
translation (cf. p. 20 above), insists that heussifig the word ‘obvious’ in an ordinary
behavioral sense, with no epistemological overtdn&be standard that he applies is
based on the pattern of assent queried sentermmgee“When I call ‘1 + 1 =2’
obvious to a community | mean only that everyoregrly enough, will
unhesitatingly assent to it . . .; and when | galk raining’ obvious in particular

circumstances | mean that everyone will asserttitothose circumstances” (1986,
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82)* Presumably, then, obviotasity for a community is to be assessed similarly,
except on the basis of universal dissent rathemassAs Cherniak notes, however,
there is a question whether it is with referenctheotranslator or to the natives that
obviousness is to be judged for purposes of chélfig6, 96). Cherniak observes,
further, that Quine’s discussion of charityWord and Objecsuggests the former. In
fact, the criterion of obvious falsity just mentexhcould not sensibly be employed in
a charity principle couched in terms of obviousitgifor natives'? So the operative
standard for Quine appears to be obvious falsityHe translator’'s communify. In
interpreting speakers, the translator is to aveitibing beliefs which are obviously

false in his own community.

Holistic and Non-Holistic Charity
In further characterizing Quinean charity, a usetgtinction can be made

between holistic and non-holistic versions of dyaif. Stein 1996, 124-27).
Whereas non-holistic versions constrain belieferegnces, actions, etc., individually,
holistic versions constrain an agent’s whole systéiveliefs, etc. Thus, for example,

a principle to attribute to an agent only ratioimérences counts as non-holistic,

*1 Quine formulates this criterion of obviousnesshia context of stating, as a constraint on traiwsiat
the principle that in rendering a language we ghéulake the obvious sentences go over into English
sentences that are true and, preferably, also ob%{d986, 82). Essentially, this is the principle
discussed above (p. 17) that stimulus-analyticesergs should be rendered with stimulus-analytic
sentences, broadened to include sentences wheeeisheiversal assent relative to particular
circumstances. Presumably, Quine takes this diefinof ‘obvious’ to apply to its use in his charit
principles as well.

*2The problem is that, to take the simplest cageptinciple would enjoin one not to attribute to a
native beliefs that all natives dissent from. By such belief is one that the native in questisn
dissents from! That fact alone should deter oamfattributing the belief to the native. So charit
would be empty. This problem is avoided when thadard is taken to be obviousness for the
translator's community.

“3 Cherniak notes that such a principle is impla@sibive cannot egocentrically assume that what is
startingly false for the observer must be starbjirfglse for the subject” (1986, 96-97). Therefore
Cherniak concludes that charity should be couchedrims of obviousness for natives. But Cherniak
stops short of maintaining that such is Quine’snitibn, and, in fact, the textual evidence seems to
support the reading of obviousness in terms ofrdmgslator's community.
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since it amounts to a test which individual inferes can be judged to pass or fail
without reference to the (ir)rationality of otheferences. A principle, by contrast, to
ensure that one attribute a preponderance of adtinferences to an agent is plainly
holistic, since it constitutes a test applying noagent’s inferences not individually
buten masse

| think it can be safely concluded that Quine’arity principle is non-holistic
in the sense defined. For Quine’s injunction wattribute obviously false beliefs to
an agent functions as a filter on beliefs indivitluaBy way of comparison, a
principle that tolerates some obviously false belpgrovided, say, they represent a
small proportion of an agent’s overall system didie would be clearly holistic—but
pretty clearly not Quinean. Granted, Quine’s steet that “one’s interlocutor’s
silliness, beyond a certain point, is less likélgrt bad translation” (1960, 59) might
seem to permit a holistic construal where the ‘@arpoint” is taken to be a matter of
a tipping point of the aggregate “silliness” (i.@bvious falsity) of an agent’s ascribed
system of beliefs. But Quine nowhere enunciatesthiought, and when he discusses
charity his focus always appears to be on the &eptability of individual
ascriptions, uncompromisingly ruling them out whieey are what he takes to be

obvious falsehoods.

Wilson’s Principle of Charity
Other facets of Quinean charity can, | think, lheminated by a comparison

with the principle of charity enunciated by N. Lilgén (Wilson 1959). Moreover,
such a comparison seems in order inasmuch as Qunrself suggests that an affinity

exists between his and Wilson’s versions of chdfi860, 59n2). Wilson enunciates
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a principle of charity in the context of a consateyn of the question “How does a
name in use get its significance?” (1959, 529), iyan the context of formulating a
theory of the reference of proper names in an iddal’s idiolect** On Wilson’s
account, we determine the reference of, say, @ngerfJulius Caesar’ in Charles’
language (to use Wilson’s example) by examiningstaéements he asserts
containing the name. More particularly, we apphanWilson dubs “the Principle of
Charity” which enjoins us to “select as designathat individual which will make
the largest number of Charles’ statements [comnigithe name] true” (1959, 532).
As a theory of reference, Wilson’s account appearsrsion of Fregean
descriptive theory since, in effect, it makes refee a matter of an item’s satisfaction
of predicates, that is, of descriptions being tlig. It has particular affinities,
however, with John Searle’s roughly contemporanetuster theory of names
(Searle 1958) inasmuch as it doed make reference depend on the satisfaction of
some single predicate (or conjunction of predigatétsdiffers from it in some
particulars, however. First, Searle’s formulatismore social, concerned with the
reference of names in a commuriityAlso, Wilson’s formulation is comparative
whereas Searle’s is not. Whereas for Wilson, ¢ferent of a name is whatever

satisfies more of the predicates asserted of a iaameother items, for Searle the

“ With respect to the issue of priority in formutagia charity principle: In (1976, 109), Quine
expresses views about the translation of logiceigdes and the impossibility of prelogicality wiic
amount to implicit charity constraints. Moreovie, states “there can be . . . no stronger evidehce
bad translation than that it translates earnestafions into obvious falsehoods” (1976, 113), abhi
is extremely close to his reasonably explicit stagnt of charity inWord and Objecf1960, 59). So
perhaps credit should be accorded Wilson merelgdaing theterm ‘principle of charity’.

> The version of the cluster theory which Saul Kegrmulates ilfNaming and Necessifgr critical
purposes, however, resembles Wilson’s theory indb&rmulated in terms of an individual’s idiolect
(cf. Kripke 1980, 71).
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referent is whatever, if anything, satisfies mdshem. But, nonetheless, their
theories are largely of a piece.

Wilson’s account, further, does in fact imposdarity constraint, though of a
distinctive sort, and only within a somewhat cir@ambed sphere. As a principle of
interpretation, it has the effect of maximizing th&hfulness of an individual’s
beliefs such as are expressed in assertions imgpprioper names. Maximization
principles like this, which enjoin that one maximian agent’s truthfulness or
rationality, represent an important species ofitharinciple. They are inherently
holistic in nature, constraining not the ascriptadnndividual propositional attitudes
but rather whole sets of them at offteVioreover, they are inherently comparative in
the sense that whether an interpretation meetsahgtraint they lay down cannot be
determined by considering the interpretation ihagon but, rather, only by
considering how it stacks up against other candiadéerpretations.

As mentioned, Quine cites Wilson'’s principle a fhoint that he enunciates
his bedrock principles. So he clearly sees aniaffbetween his own charity
principle and Wilson’s. But their similarity seemsnfined to the fact that they are
both Correspondence principles, that is, principtasstraining the truthfulness of an

agent’s beliefs. For Wilson’s charity principlenmsaximizing and, therefore, holistic

“® In Wilson’s case, the holism is quite moderatecsiit is only beliefs (indeed, only a subset eftf)
that are jointly constrained by his charity prirlein any particular application of it.

It merits noting, however, that though Wilson’srmiple is holistic in its implications for charitit,is
non-holistic with respect to semantics. For itessconditions which determine the reference opero
names in isolation from the question how othergaftspeech gain their reference. Indeed, so
pronounced is Wilson’s semantic hon-holism thaisteeduced into a vicious circularity: his account
of the reference of individual proper names takegfanted that other proper names have already
acquired a reference (cf. 1959, 530: “Let us suppos that we know the significance which Charles
attaches to expressions other than ‘Caesar). . . .

45



and comparative, whereas Quine’s is none of theegs’’ Granted, as | mentioned,
it is not impossible to construe Quine’s statentdrihe bedrock principles as holistic.
But even then his principle would differ signifiggnfrom Wilson’s in character.

For, on a holistic reading, Quine’s statement thag’s interlocutor’s silliness,
beyond a certain point, is less likely than badstation” (1960, 59) would amount to
the claim that the number or proportion of obvigusalse beliefs in an agent’s belief-
set cannot surpass a certain threshold. Threghoidiples like this one represent an
important type of charity principf. But they lack the maximizing, comparative
character of Wilson'’s principle. So even on the—plimusible—holistic reading

Quine’s principle would differ markedly from Wilstn

The Cultural Historian’s Principle of Charity
It is instructive, further, to compare Quine’s (aMison’s) principles of

charity to the less technical notions of charitienfappealed to by intellectual
historians (such as historians of philosophy) asfjaation for their interpretative
practice. First, the scope of the latter noticgenss to be narrower in one respect, for
these less technical charity principles are typydatended to apply only to people,
such as famous philosophers, who can safely bepies$to be smart! The
intellectual historian’s charity is in this regardhirkedly undemocratic. Second,
though charity of this sort resembles Quine’s nofistic charity in that it typically

aims to avoid ascribing obvious falsehoods (eguesijoinvalid inferences, etc.), this

*" Moreover, even though both principles ostensiblystrain the truthfulness of beliefs, in fact
Quine’s principle concerns the degree of acceptahbeliefs in a native’s community. Wilson’s
principle, by contrast, seems to concern the liteathfulness of an individual’s assertions invialy a
proper name.

8 Of course, Threshold Principles can concern ratignas well as truth—a fact that will loom large
in considering Davidson’s normativism in succeedihgpters.
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is typically tempered by a readiness to ascribeessath lapses if the interpretation
that yields them at least—among available integii@is—maximizes the overall
truth, coherence, etc. of an author’s claims. tSm#om such charity—in contrast to
Quine’s (and like Wilson’s)—seems to have a hajstiaximizing characté?. Last,

it is unlikely that the wielders of such principlegard them as possessing anything
other than a heuristic status: greater truth-pvedien, coherence, etc., constitute a

presumption in favor of an interpretation, but sagtresumption can be overcoffle.

Adjudicating Among the Interpretations of Quinean C harity
It is time now to consider what status Quine assige principle of charity—

pragmatic, heuristic, or constitutive. Of the #hieterpretations, the claims of the
pragmatic reading seem most precarious. As Hoolpeayts out, Quine does seem
to acknowledge a category of purely pragmatic “seqmentary canons” for the
construction of translation manuals whose employtrisejustified solely by their
utility (Quine 1960, 74). But there seems no takividence to support Hookway’s
view that Quine’s principle of charity should beluided among them. Quine makes
no mention of charity in discussing them. Moreg¥@uine’s mention of the
“supplementary canons” is relegated to one rathert gparagraph ofVord and

Object His remarks concerning them seem to amounttte inore than aside. By

contrast, Quine’s account of charity (1960, se8t.5/-61) is to all appearances a

9 That such charity is limited in its applicationsmart people lends it a greapeima facie
plausibility than broader charity principles likaii@e’s. For the smarter someone is, the greater th
likelihood that the truth- and rationality-maxinmigj interpretation will apply to them. But givereth
limits on human intellect, a principle which reqgrmaximization come hell or high water would
possibly be too strong.

| postpone discussion of a further element of sairity till Ch. 2, namely, that the principles tha
intellectual historians actually employ are clogewhat Richard Grandy dubs ‘the principle of
humanity’ (Grandy 1973) than to, say, Quinean oviBsonian charity principles.

* This attitude, in fact, suggests the wrongheadssinéproperly normativist views of charity which
regard it as a constitutive constraint.

47



prominent and substantial element of his gene@waat of radical translation.
Hookways’s reading, then, significantly mislays #mphasis in Quine’s account,
assigning the supplementary canons an import opitagfortion to their true
significance.

Hookway is abetted in this by a further peculiaafyhis reading. Hookway
clearly regards the crux of Quinean charity agrjimction that sentences that are
stimulus-analytic (or stimulus-contradictory) fatives are to be rendered with
sentences that are so for English-speakers (Q@6@, 58). Hookway altogether
downplays Quinean logic-charity. He writes, “altigh Quinemaybelieve that we
are constrained to read our Logic into the verledldviour of the natives, his views
on this matter are not clear” (Hookway 1988, 13@)fact, there is little clearer in
Quine’s account of charity than that translatiopases our logic: “The canon ‘Save
the obvious’ bans any manual of translation thatildb@epresent the foreigners as
contradicting our logic” (Quine 1986, 83). To afipearances, logic-charity forms a
central element of Quine’s account. Indeed, iniBsn’s opinion—which is not
easily discounted in this regard—"Quine emphasjttesprinciple of charity] only in
connection with the identification of the . . . tatial connectives” (Davidson 2001e,
136n16). So there is little to be said in favopashing logic-charity to the margins
of Quine’s account, as does Hookway.

It is true that Quine apparently makes a distimchetween two stages of
translation. The first includes the renderinghef truth-functional connectives,
whereas the second involves filling out the tramnshamanual with analytical

hypotheses which fulfill requirements such as thaireserve stimulus-analyticity
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(1960, 68). It would be a mistake, however, topage that these two stages
correspond to a distinction between an obligatoopstitutive element and a non-
binding, purely pragmatic one in Quine’s accountrafslation, respectively. There
is simply no indication that Quine regards the preation of stimulus-analyticity as
merely an optional pragmatic addendum to his meooant of translation. Quine’s
does allow that the translator can turn an occasiolind eye to the requirement of
preserving stimulus-analyticity if this permits stdntial simplification in one’s
analytical hypotheses (1960, 69); and this, touse,gepresents a concession to the
pragmatic consideration of simplicity. But it istrthe requirement to preserve
stimulus-analyticity (i.e., charity) which is theggmatic element here; rather, charity
is treated here as a generall/rigeurelement that caaccasionallybe trumped by
pragmatic considerations of simplicity. Again,rées a sense in which Quine’s
whole attitude to the intentional realms of mind ameaning is pragmatic and
instrumental. Since his account of mind and megimoludes charity, perhaps this
might be thought to warrant a view of charity aggmnatic. But Quine presents the
non-factual, instrumental character of the intamias anmplication—on the basis
of the indeterminacy of translatitla—of what he takes to be the only plausible
account of meaningpot as a presupposition of it. So Hookway’s pragmatic
interpretation draws no support from this quartéree. So much for the pragmatic

interpretation of Quinean charit§.

L A word on the relation of charity and the indetaracy of translation for Quine: Georges Rey
observes that though Quine’s argument for the erdahacy of translation is often cited as a
consideration in favor of normativism, the argumaogs not entail a principle of charity (Rey, 2001,
124n20). This is correct. Charity figures moreaasucial presupposition of the interpretativeesnb
that, in Quine’s view, leaves scope for indetermynthan as an implication of it.

2 |ssue may be taken as well with tententof the charity principle that Hookway wishes teritse

to Quine. Hookway writes, “we are likely to prefesinslations which maximize agreement between
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It remains to consider the relative merits of tleerdstic and constitutive
interpretations. In the present context, we c&a the heuristic interpretation as
holding that Quine’s principle of charity hasaposterioristatus and that its content
consists in the injunction not to attribute obvidalsehoods to agents unless there is
strong evidence to suggest otherwise. The follgwimee statements of Quine’s
represent the chief textual support for the hearrsiading:

“The maxim of translation underlying all this isathassertions startlingly false

on the face of them are likely to turn on hiddeffediences of language.”
“[O]ne’s interlocutor’s silliness, beyond a certgaint, is less likely than bad

translation . . ..” (1960, 59) “[T]he more abdwar exotic the beliefs imputed
to a people, the more suspicious we are entitldxktof the translations . . . .”
(1960, 69)

On their face, these statements do suggest thatiha presumption against
attributing obvious falsehoods but that the prediongs defeasible given sufficient
countervailing evidence. Moreover, as noted alfpv80), Glock cites “Quine’s
naturalism” as counting against Quine’s taking astibutive approach to charity
(2003, 33).

But these considerations must be weighed agaihetwhich support a
constitutive reading. At least with respect toidpd have suggested that Quine takes
an uncompromisingly strong view of the contentludirity. Quine presents the
assumption that natives’ beliefs and utterancgsedogical norms not as defeasible
in individual cases but as binding. The strendt@uinean logic-charity, then,

conflicts with the heuristic readirng. Moreover, theentrality of logic-charity for

the aliens and ourselves: the best translationbgilbne that minimizes inexplicable error . . 9§8,

136). Thus, Hookway attributes to Quine a holjsti@ximizing principle of charity. But, as | have
suggested above, Quine’s principle does not agpaatic in general, nor maximizing in particular.
%3 In principle, charity’s having a strong content@sistent with its having anposterioristatus. In
that case, agents’ universal respecting of logicaiciples would simply be an empirical discovery.
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Quine, attested to by Davidson, favors the congluiiat charity is constitutive for
Quine. Again, Quine’s most explicit formulationatharity principle—*Save the
obvious” (1986, 82)—is free of any qualifying ridefrthe sort which the heuristic
reading would append (e.g., “unless there is stommtervailing evidence”), despite
the fact that Quine in this context stresses thastope of charity extends beyond
logic, taking in obvious truths in every domainyéey little bit of knowledge or
discourse.”

It cannot be denied that Quine makes statemeatstiygest a heuristic
reading. But worth noting is that these statemerdstly seem to function more in
the way of backing or justification of his charpyinciple rather than as formulations
of charity itself (cf. p.36 above). So there i®asion between Quine’s application of
charity (e.g., to logic) and his explicit formulati of it, on the one hand, and the
claims he makes by way of justifying the principde,the other. Whereas his charity
principle (and application of it) itself seems gustrict, his efforts to justify it—such
as they are—appeal to claims which are more lathd&ps faced with the prospect of
providing no justification for charity at all, Querpreferred to make an appeal to
“‘commonsense” (1960, 59), even though the factsnconsense certifies are not of
sufficient strength to justify the sort of charitg actually seems to endorse and
employ. At all events, in Quine’s later statemeintharity (1986, 82), it is the strict
charity principle itself which is retained and ntstproblematic backing, of which

Quine makes no further mention.

However, the only textual evidence that Quine maggign charity aaposterioristatus is the very
evidence for assigning it the content, associatiélal tve heuristic reading by Stein and Glock, which
sees attributions of logical coherence, etc., &sadible assumptions.
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On balance, then, the evidence inclines me to s@ee@® view of charity as
constitutive. Thus, Quine can with some likelihdimclassed as a genuine
normativist alongside those like Davidson and D#&nmkose interpretavistic views,
though different from Quine’s in certain respebisar the stamp of their predecessor

in this as well as other respects.
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Chapter Two: Normativism Within Davidson’s
Interpretationism

Introduction
In this chapter, | shall delineate and criticallgcuss more recent

normativism, especially the influential versionitofiound in the work of Donald
Davidson. In particular, my concern will be to retp develop a characterization of
the charity principles at which the arguments térl@hapters will level. Although
Davidson’s version of charity will be the major €mcof the chapter, comparison with
Richard Grandy’grinciple of humanityill help bring out the form and function of
Davidsonian charity, as well as certain liabilitteswvhich it is subject. Finally, | shall
examine the arguments—such as they are—with whahd3on (and others) have

sought to defend charity as a constraint on agency.

Davidson’s Interpretationism
Davidson enunciates charity principles in the eghbf expounding an

interpretationist account of language and of tleppsitional attitudes. THeci
classicifor that account are the papers collected undeh#ading “Radical
Interpretation” in Davidson (2001b), and that agtda expanded in significant ways
in Davidson (2004c). A peculiarity of Davidson’s interpretationist jeot is that its
initial exclusive focus on language ultimately dielto a focus on intentionality more
generally. The ascription of linguistic meaningatbagent’s words comes to be seen
as necessarily going hand-in-hand with the asoriptid them of beliefs, desires, etc.

But the later account, though more general, is sdtsnewhat tentative and

! Davidson draws implications of his interpretaviant normativism for the possibility of
psychological laws and physicalistic reduction iavidison (1980c). See esp. 221-24.
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programmatic. Davidson’s more detailed (and beédtewn) formulations of his
interpretationism actually occur in his treatmehfamguage. So | shall devote
considerable space to examining the role of chariyavidson’s account of
language before | consider how, if at all, the rogppreciation of Davidsonian
charity ought to be modified in the light of Daviatss more general interpretationist
account.

Davidson’s account of language is deeply indebadd/o figures, Quine and
Alfred Tarski? In outline, Davidson's account, which he caltheory of ‘radical
interpretation’, strongly resembles Quine’s theofyadical translation. In his
account, Davidson is concerned chiefly with twosiioms: “What could we know
that would enable us to” interpret someone’s wandlsa particular occasion, and
“How could we come to know it?” (2001e, 125). TistDavidson is concerned with
the questions in what sort of theory our knowledfymeaning might consist, and
how we could acquire evidence for such a theorgvi@son plausibly insists that,
although what we know must allow us to interprpbgentially infinite number of
sentences, the underlying knowledge itself mudiriie, given “that man is mortal”
(2001f, 8-9). Moreover, the evidence for suchently must not be semantic in
nature (involving notions like meaning, synonymtg,. eon pain of presupposing the
very capacity of interpretation of which Davidsamrports to give an account.
Further, if one’s aim is to explain the abilitydoasp the meaning of utterances, then
the account should not take the form of descrilaitiganslation method between

languages, as it does for Quine. Such an acewountd allow one to “know which

2 The extent of Davidson’s debt to the former isew®d in his dedication tmquiries “TO W. V.
QUINE without whom nd{2001b, v).
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sentences of the subject language [the transliimguage] translate which sentences
of the object language [the language translatetjout knowing what any of the
sentences of either language mean” (2001e, 129)D&vidson points out, one could
use such a theory to interpret a language if thgestilanguage happened to be one’s
own, but the interpretation of one’s own languageidd necessarily escape the scope
of such an account. Hence, in Davidson’s vievsg itot knowledge of a Quinean
translation manual that underlies the ability teipret a language.

Rather, Davidson submits, an interpretation theoight plausibly take the
form of a Tarskian theory of truth, suitably moddiso as to be able to handle the
indexical elements ubiquitous in natural languagach a truth theory respects the
requirement of finitude and, Davidson writes, “éistdor every sentencgof the
object language, a sentence of the form:

sis true (in the object language) if and onlp.if
Instances of the form (which we shall call T-sents) are obtained by replacirg) °
by a canonical description sfand p’ by a translation o§’ (2001e, 130). A focus of
much research has been whether the wealth of iddnguage locutions permits
treatment within the Tarskian framewotkBut a more pertinent question which
Davidson raises is whether (and how) one couldioord truth theory for a natural
language on the basis of the available evidence.itks in this connection that
charity enters into Davidson’s account of language.

Davidson suggests, in effect, that standard hymth-deductive method can

be used to test a truth theory. A proposed tiuglorty for a natural language can be

3 Davidson (2001e, 132) gives the following paristl of potentially problematic locutions: “sentesc
that attribute attitudes, modalities, general chsisdements, counterfactuals, attributive adjestjv
quantifiers like ‘most’, and so on.”
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tested through the T-sentences which it entails:abnfirmed to the extent that it
generates true T-sentenéeSo the problem of testing such a truth theoryiced to
that of determining the truth-values of a sampbhgs generated T-sentences.
Davidson finds a hint as to the solution of thislgem if an interpreter can be
supposed able to recognize when sentences arérbeldy members of a speech
community.

Consider the (contextually-relative) T-sentenaetiie@ German sentence ‘Es
regnet’ proposed by Davidson (2001e, 135):

(T) ‘Es regnet’ is true-in-German when spokerxiat timet if and only if it is
raining near att.

Davidson suggests that (T) could be confirmed (amiectly, any truth theory that
yields it as a consequence) by garnering suppothé&following claim:

(GE) )(t) (if x belongs to the German speech community tkdmolds true
‘Es regnet’ at if and only if it is raining neax att))

If an ability to determine whether and in whichcamstances individuals hold
sentences true is conceded, it would indeed baawvedy straightforward matter to
confirm—or falsify—(GE). Moreover, the truth of E» might seem to constitute

strong evidence for (T9).But Davidson notes that because one can be vabogt

* In the light of his employment of Tarskian trutteory for purposes of interpretation, Davidson
modifies Tarski’'s definition of a T-sentence. Tkt®ok the notion of translation for granted, and
defined truth in terms of it. Davidson, by contraakes the notion of truth for granted and uredas
to define interpretation in terms of it. Accordipgn the definition of a T-sentence, he underdm
not as a translation af but merely as a sentence true if and onjist Aside from allowing him to
avoid a circular appeal to the very notion he ®vating an account of, this permits one to testutht
theory for a language through recognition of cdrflesentences without presupposing a prior ability
to interpret the language (as would be presuppibgedere required ttranslates). Of course, there
is a worry that with such an understanding of Ttseces, a truth theory cannot be expected to geld
genuine interpretation of a language. Davidsopaoeds to this by expressing the hope that various
constraints, formal and empirical, placed on ahttheory will suffice to render its T-sentences
interpretative. | return to the subject of thesastraints below.

® Its doing so, however, would seem to involve imiptappeal to some sort of charity principle,
whethera posteriorior a priori. For one can readily imagine cases where, thrgogte sort of

56



facts such as whether it is raining near one, amaat “expect generalizations like
(GE) to be more than generally true” (2001e, 1389.the bruited route to the

confirmation of T-sentences does not quite pan out.

Davidson’s Appeal to Charity
Precisely at this point, Davidson’s discussiothef confirmation of a truth

theory for a natural language takes a significari.t Davidson abandons talk of
confirming such a theory by means of confirming samampling of its entailed T-
sentences. Rather, he suggests a method wheeemiras for a “best fit.” One
chooses that interpretation of speakers’ langulageinaximizes agreement, in the
sense of making” them “right, so far as we can talloften as possible” (2001e, 136).
Davidson’s idea is that an interpretation is praiiée to the extent that the sentences
speakers are seen to hold true actually turn aat(in the view of interpreters), when
judged in accordance with the truth conditions (egped in the entailed T-sentences)
assigned to sentences by the interpretation. Thagdson clearly subscribes to a
kind of maximizing (or “optimizing”) charity prinpie® He maintains, however, that
since there are an infinite number of sentencesnsider, the maximization involved
cannot be taken literally.Moreover, Davidson introduces an important gicatfon

on the principle. He writes, “it makes sense toeat intelligible error and to make

allowance for the relative likelihood of variousils of mistake” (2001e, 136). Thus,

perceptual inversion, a community holds true aesg# in circumstances precisely contradictorysto it
truth-condition. Again, one can easily imagineoanmunity’s holding true ‘That is gold’ co-varying
with the presence of either gold or pyrite. Budltj might still refer to gold for all that, as Kike
teaches us. If sentences like (GE) are to serewidence for sentences like (T), such cases reebd t
rendered exceptional; and that would seem to reqppeal to some sort of charity principle (more on
charity presently, of course).

® See p. 45 above for a discussion of the genesahcter of such maximization principles.

" Perhaps Davidson would have found the followindarstanding of the sort of maximization
involved acceptable: That interpretation is to befgrred which renders true the greatest propodfon
a large, representative finite sample(s) of semementified as held true.
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it appears, some sentences incorrectly held tei@airto be reckoned into the
calculus of the optimal interpretation at all, aters are to be discounted in some
degree according to what sort of mistake they s At all events, charity
clearly plays an important methodological role iavi2lson’s account of linguistic
interpretation.

Davidson makes some tentative, broadly Quineapgsals concerning how
one might plausiblgliscovera truth theory that interprets a speech commuity’
language, though he does note some divergencesdretns and Quine’s account.
Like Quine, Davidson assigns a key role in thealrscy of an interpretation to what
Quine had called ‘occasion sentences’, namelyegsert assent to which is
contextually-relative. In contrast to Quine, howewDavidson dispenses with the
notion of stimulus meaning and takes assent teeseas’ (general) co-varying with
“objective features of the world” as a clue to theanslation (2001e, 138).
Moreover, Davidson holds that, whereas Quine stgeskarity “only in connection
with the identification of the (pure) sententiahoectives,” he applies it “across the
board” (2001e, 136). Davidson’s point, apparenslfhat the maximization principle
he enunciates places a constraint on interpresiticioto, not just on the translation
of sentential connectives. Indeed, the scope ofd3an’s maximizing charity is
broader than the logic-charity imposed by Quinééswof the translation of

sentential connectives (cf. p. 34 above on log@rity). It is concerned not only with

8 Whether true normativists such as Davidson carfaxably allow for such qualifications to charity
principles is an issue to which | return below.

® Again, appeal to charity seems implicit in Davidsoprocedure here. That assent to ‘Gavagai’ co-
varies with the presence of a rabbit can be tateupport the translation of ‘gavagai’ as ‘Lo, hbi
only if hypotheses such as those mentioned aboveb(m. 5) are ruled out, which appears to require
appeal to some sort of charity principle. Howetlee, implicit role that charity serves here, in the
context of discovery, is ultimately less signifitéiman the methodological import which Davidson
explicitly assigns it. So | do not dwell on it fer.
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the logicalcoherenceof beliefs but also with the genearrespondencef beliefs
with the facts’’
Davidson makes some observations in defense bfagbarity principle that
shed considerable light on it. He writes,
What justifies the procedure [of optimizing agreem®ith an interpreter] is
the fact that disagreement and agreement alikinaiéigible only against a
background of massive agreement . . . . The methgatal advice to
interpret in a way that optimizes agreement shaoldbe conceived as resting
on a charitable assumption about human intelligéimnaemight turn out to be
false. If we cannot find a way to interpret theetdnces and other behavior of
a creature as revealing a set of beliefs largehgistent and true by our own
standards, we have no reason to count that creasuiagional, as having
beliefs, or as saying anything. (2001e, 137)
This passage is of interest for several reasoist, E leaves no doubt that Davidson
regards charity as anpriori constraint on intentionality. Hence, whereaseheas
room for debate with respect to Quine, Davidsonuwagualifiedly be accounted a
normativist. Moreover, the passage reveals Dawdsadherence to a distinct
Threshold Principle of charity (cf. p. 46 abov@hat is, intentionality, for Davidson,
requires a certain—indeed, rather high—degreeuth &nd rational coherence
among ones beliefs.
In fact, in the passage quoted, Davidson—oddly-wse® appeal to such a

Threshold Principle to justify his Maximization Reiple. But the former principle is

clearly unsuited to support the latter. For thabaect interpretation of an agent(s)

91n two respects, however, the contrast Davidsaemwswith Quine in point of the scope of the
application of charity is misleading. First, dsave indicated in Ch. 1, though Quine’s most
conspicuous application of charity is in connectigth the connectives, in fact, Quinean charityetak
in far more than that. Second, though it is thag Davidson’s maximizing charity constrains
interpretationsn toto, it should be borne in mind that he exempts “ligidle error” from the scope of
charity.

! presumably, however, Davidson intends the quatiims which he expresses concerning his
Maximization Principle to apply to his Thresholdreiple as well. That is, “intelligible error,” &t
will be discounted in determining whether the thiad is achieved.
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must render many (or most) of their beliefs truaanway entails that it must
maximize truth relative to other candidate intetgtiens. In fact, Davidson must
intend his employment of charity in the confirmatiof an interpretative truth theory
for a language to include his Threshold Princigevall as his Maximization
Principle. An interpretation will be confirmed tiwe extent that ibothrenders a
suitable proportion of the sentences which speakeid true, true in facand
surpasses other candidate interpretations in e¢lgiard*?

Indeed, Davidson’s methodological proposal for omhg a truth theory
would not be sound without the presence of the Sitotel Principle. For if a theory
is to obtain any significant hypothetico-deductsegport, it must—together with
auxiliary charity principles and observed factswhehich sentences community-
members assent to—yield entailments which are musi. Maximization by itself
cannot guarantee this. At best, it can functiotho@ologically to select among
theories whicldo yield such entailments. So, despite initial appeees, the
Threshold Principle is an indispensable elememadfidson’s methodological
proposals?

The Significance of Charity in Davidson’s Account 0 f Meaning

So charity plays an important methodological rol®avidson’s account of

meaning. But more needs to be said about the glectearacter of that account and

the role of charity within it. One might get thmpression initially that the import of

12 This still leaves the Maximization Principle unpopted by Davidson’s explicit statements, but at
least Davidson “justifies the procedure” to theegtof appealing to Threshold charity asagoriori
constraint on intentionality. Perhaps he wouldifyshe maximizing element similarly.

13 Might one hold that Davidson is advocating a distive, non-standardermeneuticamethodology?
This seems unlikely since he undertakes to defahdtbe charity principle on which his proposal
relies, not the methodological soundness of sulidmnee. Moreover, his initial consideration of
whether a theory might be confirmed through esshbilig its T-sentences suggests acceptance of
hypothetico-deductive canons.

60



charity in Davidson’s account of language is puegistemological, that it enters in
only to explain how one can confirm a translatib éanguage. But its significance
is greater than that. For as Davidson pointsibigt,not enough that a truth theory
yield correct truth-conditions for sentences tortdas a theory of meaning for that
language” A sentence like “Snow is white’ is true iff gss green” would count
as expressing a correct truth-condition for ‘Snewvhite’, but could hardly be
regarded as giving the meaning of that sentenomeSneans of guaranteeing that
the right-hand sides of T-sentences genuinely l@gaghe sentences mentioned on
the left is required. Davidson speculates thaeaiy confirmed along the
methodological lines he has sketched can be regaslgielding T-sentences that are
genuinely interpretative. He writes, “we have diggpan alternative criterion: this
criterion is that the totality of T-sentences sldoul . optimally fit evidence about
sentences held true by native speakers . . hatfdonstraint is adequate, each T-
sentence will in fact yield an acceptable intergiien” (2001e, 139).

This statement is of the utmost importance in ustdeding the nature of
Davidson’s account of meaning and the role of ¢havithin it. For it makes clear
that Davidson defines interpretation in terms ef éividence which would serve to
confirm a theory of interpretation for a languadieis precisely this constitutive role
that he assigns to evidence that renders his atoblanguage interpretationist (cf.
p. 14 above). Moreover, for Davidson it is accomawith his charity principle(s)
that represents the key evidential element in ¢e®@nt of interpretation. A theory’s

passing the test of charity is what is supposeshsure its interpretativeness. Hence,

14 Davidson understands the truth-conditions of aese® very weakly, as captured by any sentence
with the same truth-value as the original sentence.
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charity plays a methodological role for Davidsout tor that very reason, given the
nature of his account, it is constitutive of megnas well.

Moreover, because of the role of charity within Risen’s account, Davidson
cannot be taken to be giving a reductive analylsmeaaning in terms of concepts
“better understood . . . or more basic epistemacklyi or ontologically” (2001e,

137). “Concepts like those of meaning,” Davidsartes, are “. . . not reducible to
physical, neurological, or even behaviouristic @pts” (2001a, 154). Davidson’s
point is that an account of intentional notion®likeaning cannot be given in wholly
non-intentional terms. One, so to speak, is caugan intentional circle.

At the end of the process of interpreting a langu&pvidson holds that it is
likely some indeterminacy will remain. But since thinks that the constraints his
account places on acceptable interpretations are stongent than analogous
Quinean ones, he thinks that the sphere of ind@tewy will be correspondingly
smaller. In fact, he maintains that “the rangaafeptable theories of truth can be
reduced to the point where all acceptable thewvikyield T-sentences that we can
treat as giving correct interpretations . . .” (280152). Ultimately, he thinks there is
an arbitrary but innocuous element of choice ansmiggmes of interpretation,
analogous to the arbitrary choice among differecéljbrated scales of measurement.
“Indeterminacy of this kind,” he writes, “cannot begenuine concern” (2001a, 154).
Unlike Quine, then, by no means does Davidson wasise indeterminacy to argue

the ultimate illegitimacy of meaning or intentiorthécourse generally.
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The Mutual Dependence of Meaning and Thought
Davidson, even in setting out the above accouthefadical interpretation of

language, is quite explicit that the account isymional. For he holds that the
interpretation of language and the attribution migmsitional attitudes must go hand-
in-hand: “. . . interpreting an agent’s intentiohts beliefs and his words are parts of
a single project, no part of which can be assuradzetcomplete before the rest is”
(2001e, 127). Thus, in giving an account of thadaal interpretation of meaning, one
cannot take the attribution of attitudes for grant&n account of the interpretation of
language cannot rely on evidence consisting oflggeacomplex communicative
intentions™ For Davidson maintains that it is impossible $tablish the presence of
such attitudes independently of someone’s verlzaigmunicating them. So
availing oneself of this source of evidence woultlicHly—presuppose the ability to
radically interpret itself. The problem is thatbétattribution of thought depends on
the interpretation of speech” (2001g, 163)By the same token, it seems the
interpretation of language cannot escape dependenttes detailed attribution of
thought. Whereas in (2001e) Davidson gives thaésgon that the identification of
one’s holding a sentence true is unproblematiccbinsidered view is quite different:
“there is no chance of telling when a sentencesld true without being able to
attribute desires and being able to describe axtisrhaving complex intentions”

(2001g, 162} In view of the mutual dependence of meaning aodght, then,

15 Relatedly, Davidson also rejects accounts likese¢haf Wittgenstein and Grice which attempt to cash
linguistic meaning in terms of such intentions.. @D01e, 127) and (2001a, 143-44).

'8 Davidson (2001g) argues for this claim at length.

7 Additionally, Davidson comes to hold that an acuoaf linguistic interpretation must take into
account that the attitude of holding a sentenos, &e a form of belief, admits of degrees. The
necessity of identifying the degrees to which secegs are held true gives additional force to thel
that appeal to propositional attitudes is ineschgpab
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Davidson proposes a unified account of them. Myguwlsion of that—rather
technical—account is necessarily simplified.

Davidson presents his account in outline in (20044}¥ aim is to sketch a
theory that allows for the simultaneous interpretabf a speaker’s language and
attribution of beliefs and desires to them. Hisaamt draws heavily on decision-
theoretic ideas. Frank Ramsey’s Bayesian dectbieory serves as a model of the
sort of theory at which he is aiming. But in ortieencompass meaning as well as
belief and desire, he supplements Ramsey’s theihyigeas deriving from Richard
Jeffrey’s version of Bayesian decision theory.

Davidson, following Ramsey, takes for granted tretices among courses of
action (or preferences among states of affairspanerally determined by the
subjective probabilities and valuations agentsgast possible outcomes of
alternative courses of action (or states of affaccording to the principle that agents
maximize expected utility. Thus, on the basisarheone’s choices, if one were in
possession of their valuations of various outcoraes,could compute their degrees
of belief in them; similarly, if one were in possem of their degrees of belief, one
could compute the valuations. Ramsey, howevepgsed a clever way for
computingboth from their choices alon&. Thus, Ramsey provides a method for
attributing beliefs and desires to an agent orethéential basis of their “preferences

between alternatives, some of them wagers” (20D44),

'8 Davidson describes the technique so: “Ramsey ddhis problem by showing how to find a
proposition deemed as probable as its negatioh@bdsis of simple choices only. This single
proposition can be used to construct an endlegsssafrwagers choices among which yield a measure
of value for all possible options and eventualitittsis then routine to fix the degrees of belresll
propositions” (2004e, 153).
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Davidson is very explicit with respective to themative underpinnings of
Ramsey’s theory. It assumes a “reasonable paitgrreferences between courses of
actions” (2001g, 160) and a rational coherencenefovalues “in combination with
[one’s] beliefs” (2004e, 153). Davidson refergtie “conditions postulated by the
theory” as “idealized” (2001g, 160). EvidentlyetRamseyan account of attribution
relies on an extremely strong charity assumption.

But despite what Davidson regards as the meritseoRamseyan account,
Davidson notes that it is subject to the criticibrat it would need to be supplemented
by a theory of the interpretation of language. , Bavidson writes, “To learn the
preferences of an agent, particularly among comgéenbles, it is obviously
necessary to describe the options in words. Bwtdan the experimenter know what
those words mean to the subject?” (2001a, 147at Séems to require a theory of
interpretation on the part of the experimentert 8oce the interpretation of
language in turn seems to require detailed knovdedgropositional attitudes (cf. p.
63 above), we would be caught in a circle. As & wat of this circle, Davidson
proposes a theory, incorporating elements of thedegan account, that interprets
language as well as attributing attitudes.

Moreover, Davidson abandons the idea, which inresshe had inherited
from Quine, that agents’ attitudes of holding seoés true suffice as an evidential
basis for a theory of meaning. For various reasleashinks that knowledge of the
degrees of agents’ belief in sentences is requimetdsuch knowledge is not readily
gleaned by an interpreter. Davidson points outydwer, that, on the one hand,

decision theory seems to require a theory of megaind, on the other hand, the
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theory of meaning seems to require a theory ofakegf belief such as Bayesian
decision theory can provide, suggests that theatwdevidently made for each other”
(2004e, 158). But, again, to avoid circularityrafied account of belief, desire, and
meaning needs to be provided.

In that account, Davidson takes the attitude odigent preferring one
sentence true rather than another as basic. Asihes out, such attitudes on the part
of an agent can plausibly be seen as “a functiomhait the agent takes the sentences
to mean, the value he sets on various possibletoakstates of the world, and the
probability he attaches to those states contingerthe truth of the relevant
sentences. So it is not absurd to think thahadld attitudes of the agent can be
derived from sentences preferred true” (2004e,3%8-

In outline, the unified account will have the falling structuré® Degrees of
belief in sentences, as well as comparative stheoigtlesire that sentences be true,
will be attributed on the basis pfeferenceshat sentences be true. Meaning, in turn,
will attributed on the basis of “knowledge abow thkegrees to which sentences are
held true” (2004e, 159). Once the meanings ofesmets are determined, of course,
propositional belief and desire fall out directly.

Davidson emphasizes the crucial role of charitigiswunified account of
interpretation and meaning. He writes, “What makestask practicable at all is the
structure the normative character of thought, éespeech and action imposes on
correct attributions of attitudes to others, anddeeon interpretations of their speech

and explanations of their actions” (2004e, 166he Tole of charity in this task sheds

9 For Davidson’s account of how such attribution migroceed, developed from Richard Jeffrey’s
version of Bayesian decision theory, see (2004e).
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light on additional issues in the interpretatiorDafvidsonian charity to which | now

turn.

Issues in Interpreting Davidsonian Charity
Among the issues with respect to the interpratadioDavidson’s view of the

propositional attitudes are the intended scopasoéatcount of interpretation and of
his principle of charity. When Davidson addredses ascription of attitudes is to
proceed in any detail, as in (2004e), given theneadf his account, his focus is at
most on sorts of attitudes—beliefs, desires, pbgsittions—which have a decision-
theoretical bearing. His view of the ascriptiorottier sorts of attitudes is unclear.
Taking a cognitive theory of emotion as a modethpps one might think that other
sorts of attitudes could be defined in terms oidiglor desires. But recourse to this
maneuver is pretty clearly ruled out for Davidsgrthe following quote:

It is doubtful whether the various sorts of thowgtdéin be reduced to one, or

even to a few: desire, knowledge, belief, feaname some important cases,

are probably logically independent to the exteat titone can be defined

using the others . ... (2001g, 156)
So the general ascription of attitudes other theieband desire will not fall directly
out of the account of (2004e) for Davidson. dt¢es however, write that “belief is
central to all kinds of thoughts” (2001g, 188)So, apparently, he views the
ascription of other sorts of attitudes as parasit&®ome way on the ascription of the
decision-theoretical ones.

This has the result of making them at least irdliyesubject to charity

constraints. But beyond that, there is clear ewidehat Davidson regards the

principle of charity as a direct constitutive coastt on the attitudes generally. In

20 Cf. (2004e, 152) where he refers to the decisimotetic attitudes as “the central cognitive and
conative attitudes” and as “basic intensional nfo
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(1980c), he writes, “we make sense of particuldiefseonly as they cohere with
other beliefs, wittpreferences, with intentions, hopes, fears, expieoty and the
rest” (1980c, 221§' So evidently Davidson holds that the sphere afigh
encompasses all sorts of attitudes which are audijkct to rational and epistemic
norms?

A further issue of interpretation of Davidsonidradty concerns thstrength
of the constraints that it imposes on those atisuthat fall within its scope. In
addressing this issue, some distinctions need takefully made, in the first
instance, a distinction between (1) the strengtihefrational (and epistemological)
norms by which processes and products of thoughtodbe assessed with respect to
their rational (or epistemological) propriety, &) the degree of adherence to such
norms, of successful performance, which Davidsewsias a necessary condition for
the possession of agency. With respect to thedarthere can be little doubt that the
intended norms are of ideal strength.

A recent trend in the theory of rationality adviesathat standards of
rationality should be naturalized. In generals tkithe view that “various empirical
facts about humans and our environment must b take consideration in
determining what the normative principles of reasgrare” (Stein 1996, 36). A

central impetus behind this approach is the axiweh ‘Dught’ implies ‘can’. If, as

2L Cf. (2004c, 169-70) where Davidson notes that “@kistence of reason explanations . . . is a built-
in aspect of intentions, intentional actions, arahgnother attitudes and emotions . . .. An atira o
rationality, of fitting into a rational pattern, Bus inseparable from these phenomena . . .."

2 Given the holistic nature of Davidsonian charibere seems to be an at legstna facietension
between Davidson'’s wish to subject attitudes doiiteadly to charity and the need to treat of non-
decision-theoretic attitudes in a second roundsofiption parasitic on a prior round of ascriptiafn
basic ones. For this, in effect, isolates thedases from the latter—in violation of the holisin o
Davidson’s charity—in assessing the coherence mdidate sets of basic attitudes for purposes of
ascription.
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has seemed compelling to many, ethical norms arditoned by possibility, then
perhaps rational norms are as well, in which cagemal norms would need to
respect the limitations to which finite human agesrte subject. But since such
limitations could only be determined empiricallgetknowledge of rational norms
would be rendered, at least in parfosteriori

But such an approach, clearly, runs directly coutat¢he constitutive role
which rational norms are meant to play in Davidsaccount of the propositional
attitudes. For Davidson is giving an account ef aktribution of attitudes. However,
the limitations which must figure in a naturalizbeory of rationality would surely
include fairly detailed facts about human beinggjrative resources such as could
only be gleaned through empirical knowledge of hampsychology. But acquiring
such knowledge presupposes the attribution ofidits and, therefore, cannot explain
it on pain of circularity. Naturalized standarttgn, are plainly off-limits to
Davidson®® So the norms which Davidson must appeal would neé®ea priori
and, therefore, inasmuch as they would not be fiedlby empirical psychological
limitations, in some sense ideal.

But whether Davidson requires idg@rformancewith respect to the relevant
norms is a separate question. Christopher Che(h286, 17-18) sees evidence in
Davidson’s “Psychology as Philosophy” (1980d, 2Bi&t Davidson does require
perfect consistency among one’s propositionaluatés. For Davidson there seems to
assume that the transitivity of preference caneatdherently violated. Cherniak,

further, cites Quineian charity as a source foribsan’s requirement of perfect

% There is the additional point that Davidson’s cainvork on charity and radical interpretation
mostly precedes the vogue of naturalized approachegionality.
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consistency. Indeed, Cherniak correctly observas@uine’s view of translation in
Word and Objecpresupposes perfect consistency for natives dat igith respect to
their beliefs) (cf. p. 40 abovéj. But, Davidson’s words in (1980d) notwithstanding,
the bulk of evidence suggests that Davidsonianityhaan brook lapses of
consistency. Granted, Davidsonian charity inclual®aximization Principle,
requiring that among competing interpretations tred is to be preferred which
renders interpretees’ attitudes truest and mostreol. But there is no suggestion
that a correct interpretation must (or even carcglly) achieve perfect truth and
coherence. Rather, Davidsonian charity principletail merely that an agent possess
“a set of beliefs [and other attitudeajgely consistent and true by our standards”
(2001e, 137) (cf. p. 59 above on Davidson’s Thrispadnciple). So Davidsonian
charity decidedly does not require ideal perfornearstative to rational norms and
the norm of truth. Cherniak errs, then, it appgarsaddling Davidson with Quine’s
requirement of perfect conformity to such nofmsGiven the evident implausibility

of such a requirement, it is well that Davidsontharity does not demand it.

2 Moreover, with respect to what Davidson tef@mrespondenceQuine assumes perfect
performance as well: A native should never belaitdad an obviously false belief. (Recall that
Quine’s norms are couched in terms of obvious tmutt truthsimpliciter. So a native’s entertaining a
non-obviously false belief would not bear on one’sfpamance relative to the respective norm.)

% Cherniak is clearly concerned to distinguish hisiaview, a moderate normativism (see below),
from the views of paradigmatic normativists likevizison and Quine. Even though the contrast
Cherniak attempts to draw here with Davidson’s vigwrrorneous, it is likely that when all is said
and done, Davidson, in fact, impose more exactivagity constraints than does Cherniak: Davidson’s
Threshold Principle, though vague, seems to sebdhdigher than does Cherniak’s analogous
principle.

Moreover, though Davidson does not require ideational performance, | shall suggest subsequently
that Davidsordoesrequire an ideally rationgompetence
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Davidson’s Charity versus Grandy’s Humanity
Thus far, | have presented Davidson’s Corresporeleharity—as, indeed,

Davidson himself often does, especially in hisieapapers touching on charity—
as a matter of the truth of a subject’s beliefssomewhat more accurately, their
agreement with an interpreter’s beliefs. But by time Davidson writes his central
papers on radical interpretation, possibly underitiiuence of Richard Grandy’s
“Reference, Meaning, and Belief’ (Grandy 1973), [Dlaen appears to recognize the
inadequacy of understanding Correspondence charibese simple terms and to
take the first steps towards a more careful fortiuta Accordingly, in this section |
discuss Grandy’s critique of charity interpretederms of truth or agreement, and
Grandy’s attempt at a formulation of a more adegjaéternative constraint, “the
principle of humanity.” Then | compare Davidsonisre considered formulations of
Correspondence charity to Grandy’s principle. €keursus will afford considerable
insight into Davidson’s mature formulations of dhar

Grandy’s critique is actually directed towards Qais principle of charity,
which Quine presents initially in his account adlical translation inWord and
Object(1960). Grandy interprets Quine’s principle o&gty as dictating that in
translation one should seek to maximize a subjegfeement with the translator
with respect to obvious truti. Grandy thinks the principle so formulated is eotr
but not general enough. Better, he notes, miglat in@re general principle which
stresses that “the importance of agreement is ptiopal to obviousness” (1973,

441). But Quine ignores that obviousness is danaf degree, as well as the fact

% Cf., e.g., (1980c).
27|, however, reject a maximizing reading of Quineharity (see p. 46 above).
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that obviousness is relative to a subject’s “situgt where this includes factors such
as “focus of attention, expectations, instrumeatétand “the past history of a
speaker” (1973, 441, 443). Grandy observes thate€ossibly ignores such factors
because they do not permit of ready behaviorigindion.

By contrast, Grandy proposes an alternative caimston translation, namely,
the principle of humanity, which takes these fagiato account® Interestingly, his
account bears the stamp of the influence of Ddbéginett’s philosophy of mint.

Like Dennett, Grandy stresses the “pragmatic” psepaf translation and the
ascription of attitudes. He sees the point ofdiaion (and, it appears, interpretation)
as allowing prediction and explanation of behaviArsuccessful translation can be
used in determining an agent’s beliefs and deswkgh, with the help of “some
model of the agent” can, in turn, be used to pteshd explain its behavior (1973,
443)%° But whereas Dennett’s intentional stance esdbnéippeals to principles of
rationality in order to link up actions to beliefad desires, Grandy, with little in the
way of argument: rejects “mathematical decision theory” as a sigtatodel of the
agent. Instead, he suggests that, in fact, weuszlves as a model and determine

others’ actions by considering what we would daéf had the relevant beliefs and

% He plainly holds that his alternative constraintaéls Quinean charity—re-interpreted to take
account of degrees of obviousness and relativigitt@ation—as just described.

29 Dennett’s “Intentional Systems” (1971) appeareaple of years before Grandy’s article.

%It is tempting to see Grandy here as, like Denesjtousing an instrumentalism. But it is noticlea
that insisting on the predictive value of tranglatand interpretation automatically renders one an
instrumentalist. After all, Fodor, an arch-realigbuld see the claim to reality of psychologicakis
as bound up with their role in laws and, thereferjally closely bound up precisely with their
potential use in prediction and explanation.

31 Grandy allows that having elicited an agent'srersiet of beliefs and desires, one might perhags us
decision theory to predict its behavior. But, hétes, “this is not what we do in practice” (197433).
His objection seems based on the implausibilitpufactually relying on a whole system of attitudes
as the basis of prediction.
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desires’? That is, he emphasizes a role for simulationiinunderstanding of others.
But, Grandy maintains, if the connections amoniguakes (and the world) are
insufficiently similar to ours, then we shall bealnte to derive predictions in this way
from their attitudes. So as a “pragmatic constramtranslation” Grandy proposes
the principle of humanity, “the condition that tingputed pattern of relations among
beliefs, desires, and the world be as similar tocoun as possible” (1973, 443).
Thus, without the right relations, no attitud@s.

But so formulated, the principle is vague. IMesunspecifieadvhatare the
relevant relations among one’s beliefs, desired veorld that one must approximate
in interpreting others. Grandy’s ideaemgo be that there are principles which
capture how human attitudes must characteristicalgte among themselves and to
the world, and in choosing among translations ¢rweilsl choose that one that
maximizes a subject’s adherence to these principlégre is a question, however,
whether these principles are to be thought of ashative ones. He remarks that
epistemological principles play a large role idingl us whether a particular sentence
can be reasonably attributed to a speaker as enpiatation of his utterance” (1973,
445). Moreover, the instance he cites of suchrecimle—what he terms ‘a causal
theory of belief—seems to be normative. Thougldbes not attempt to formulate it
precisely, the idea seems to be that speakersalgrierm beliefs about physical

objects with which they have had some causal iotera however indirectly. Of

320r, more precisely, if we habmeof their beliefs and desires, since Grandy thinisnot plausible
that prediction is based on an agent’s full sedttifudes.

% Grandy clearly thinks we possess a capacity ofilsition whose deliverances are faithful to these
relations among attitudes and the world and whinérefore, we can use in generating accurate
predictions of our own and others’ behavior. Bots the details and plausibility of this propoaisd
somewhat remote from the topic at hand, | shakaier focus only on the content of Grandy’s
principle of humanity, not his suggestion about hiblw employed in detail.
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course, as Grandy himself notes, this principlgasely related to Alvin Goldman’s
causal theory of knowledge (Goldman 1967, citeGiandy 1973, 446n12).
Essentially, Grandy’s principle just restates Gahh's constraint on knowledge
(justified true belief) as a constraint on beliehgrally. Ed Stein, however, interprets
the principle of humanity as permitting among takevant interpretative principles,
principles of reasoning that diverge from normagpviaciples (Stein 1996, 121), and
certainly Grandy asserts nothing which commits tarthe view that the principles
constraining translation are all normative. Atealents, | shall proceed on the
assumption that Stein is correct in this regard.

Grandy argues the superiority of his principldhafmanity over, in effect,
simple Correspondence charity by considering cagese both intuition and the
principle of humanity favor seeing a subject’s tatee as reflecting a false belief but
charity dictates presumptively viewing it as exgreg a truth. Suppose, for example,
that you are standing with Paul at a party andttexsithe sentence ‘John is a
philosopher’, having misheard the man standinglmebeing called ‘Ron’ and
referred to as a philatelist. As it happens, tiegn individual in the garden named
John (out of sight and earshot, and with whom Raalnot interacted either directly
or indirectly) who happens to be a philosopher. e¥éas charity would favor seeing
the utterance ‘John is a philosopher’ as reflectinigue belief about the man in the
garden, it is much more natural to see it as reflg@a false belief about Ron standing
nearby. Indeed, if Grandy is correct that someghike the “causal theory of belief”
is among the principles constraining our attitudlesn the principle of humanity

would seem to favor seeing Paul’s utterance asatifig a false belief about Ron,
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with whom he has interacted, rather than a truetbabout John, with whom he has
not. Moreover, Grandy maintains, “the principlenofmanity . . . instructs us to

prefer the interpretation that makes the utteraxqainable. Since no reason could
be given as to why Paul would have a belief abloeifphilosopher in the garden, it is

better to attribute to him an explicable falsehtwah a mysterious truth” (1973, 445).

Davidson’s Response to Grandy’s Account
Whether or not Grandy’s argument is airtight, Dawid seems to have

assimilated Grandy’s lesson that a correspondericeide couched in terms of
maximization of truth or agreement will not sufficBavidson writes, “The general
policy . . . is to choose truth conditions thatadowell as possible in making speakers
hold sentences true when . . . those sentencesiareThat is the general policy, to
be modified in a host of obvious ways” (2001a, 15Bhe modifications which
Davidson broaches in various places include tHevahg: He writes that “it makes
sense to accept intelligible error and to makenadiaoce for the relative likelihood of
various kinds of mistake” (2001e, 136); “Speakexs be allowed to differ more
often and more radically with respect to some swa@e than others, and there is no
reason not to take into account the observed erred individual differences that
may be thought to have caused anomalies . . ."J@0062); “Disagreement about
theoretical matters may be more tolerable thargdesanent about what is more
evident; disagreement about how things look or apfgeless tolerable than

disagreement about how they are” (2001g, £69)Vhat is striking about these

34 Cf. from (2004e, 157): “agreement on what is opemd publicly observable is more to be favored
than agreement on what is hidden, inferred, ahilerved . . . ."
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pronouncements is the extent to which they suggemtdy’s principle of humanity”
Davidson’s allowance of “intelligible error” is remscent of Grandy’s injunction to
“prefer the interpretation that makes the utterasmqdainable.” Moreover, Grandy’'s
claim (in response to Quine) that “the importantagreement is proportional to
obviousness” (see p. 72 above) corresponds vesglgito Davidson’s that
“Disagreement about theoretical matters may be nobeeable than disagreement
about what is more evident®”

However, whereas Grandy would defend such clasrthese by an appeal to
humanity, the requirement that “the imputed pattd@rrelations among beliefs,
desires, and the world be as similar to our owpassible” (1973, 443), Davidson
makes no (explict) appeal to humanity as an undopihciple. Rather, his appeal is
narrower, specifically, to epistemological consatems: “everything we know or
believe about the way evidence supports beliefogaput to work in deciding where
the theory can best allow error, and what erroedeast destructive of understanding.
The methodology of interpretation is, in this regfpaothing but epistemology seen
in the mirror of meaning” (2001g, 169).

Davidson, then, unlike Grandy (see p. 63 abodeg¢sseem to limit the
relevant “relations among beliefs, desires, andabdd” to normative ones. His

view seems to be that it is not truth or agreeroéatspeaker’s beliefs with the

% As Ernie Lepore and Kirk Ludwig observe, “David&oonception of how the principle of charity

is supposed to be applied is much more like whah@y (1973) has called the ‘principle of humanity’
than his critics have supposed” (LePore and Lud@ig5, 192n167).

% Inasmuch as Davidson, like Quine, appears to @sategree of obviousness with types of
sentences, Davidson does not explicitly show ghigesame recognition of the relativity of
obviousness to a speaker’s “situation” as does @résee p. 72 above). But such a recognition would
seem to underlie his statement that one shoulditakeaccount “the observed or inferred individual
differences that may be thought to have caused aliesn . .” (Davidson 2001a, 152).

37 For an interpretation of Davidson’s Principle afr@spondence similar to the one | present heee, se
(Evnine 1991, 108-11).
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interpreter’s which the Principle of Correspondeangins one to maximize, but
rather the extent to which the speaker’s beliefseo® among themselves, with the
speaker’s external circumstances and, presumalily those of their cognitive

mental states, such as sensations, which are opositional attitude¥® Epistemic
principles specify relations which must (not) ohtdibeliefs are to possess epistemic
warrant. Davidson’s idea seems to be that oneldmunimize the extent to which
the relations among these items violate relatioctsidd by epistemic principles.
Grandy'’s ‘causal theory of belief’ can serve adllastration as well as any putative
principle. Thus, an interpretation which ascribea subject a belief about a physical
object in the absence of (appropriate) physica&ratdtion with it would detract from
the coherence of the relations among their attgudecumstances, etc., for purposes
of assessing the interpretation vis-a-vis othediiate interpretations. Generally, it
is not falsehood (or disagreemepér se then, which needs to be minimized, but
rather lack of epistemic warrant.

But so understood, the distance between the PlenoflCorrespondence and
the Principle of Coherence may seem to blur. Adterthe former turns out to
concern coherence in accordance with norms as emitte latter. To retain a
distinction, one might try to appeal to the facttim the case of Correspondence the
relevant norms are epistemic whereas in the caSeloérence they are rational. But
epistemology, at least insofar as it concernsioglatof justification among beliefs

(inference), pretty clearly overlaps with theoratiationality. Ultimately, then, it

3 Davidson’s interpretationism, of course, is anoact only of propositional attitudes. Unless he
holds that mental states which are not propositiatiudes are somehow dependent on those which
are, there seems no bar to Davidsonian charity, (@nte, his account of attribution of the attilde
involving implicit reference to such mental states.
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appears, Davidsonian charity seems to reduceitggie rinciple, which involves
assessing the degree of coordination entailedtieypretations among beliefs,
desires, cognitive mental states other than adgudnd an agent’s circumstances, in

respect of both practical and theoretical ratiapgas well as epistemology).

A Few More Interpretative Questions
Various interpretative questions, however, candiged about the picture of

Davidsonian charity | have just sketched. Fitstré is a question how well-defined
charity constraints are on Davidson’s accountiBDgvidson himself writes, “It is
uncertain to what extent these principles [i.dhe“tules for deciding where
agreement most needs to be taken for granted’beanade definite—it is the
problem of rationalizing and codifying our epistdogy” (2004e, 157). Indeed,
given Davidsonian charity’s dependence on prinesiplieepistemic warrant (and of
rationality), our current uncertainty as to theafie and even general character of
such norms is bound to impart a certain indefirggsnto charity proposals. But even
if our ignorance in this respect were abolishedrdtwould still be a matter of
spelling out the calculus to be used in assesbimgxtent to which candidate
interpretations achieve epistemic and rational e, Such assessment, of course,
is a pre-requisite for settling which interpretatis maximizing (Maximization
Principle), and whether any even meet minimal negments for agency (Threshold
Principle)® In advance of precisifying the principle of clgrias Hans-Johann

Glock notes, “charity becomes vacuous” (Glock 20(8).

% There is the additional important requirementaEcfying at just what level the threshold is to be
set. Davidson writes, “Making sense of the utteeaand behaviour of others . . . requires us @ din
great deal of reason and truth in them” (2001a),15® one naturally wants to know justw muchs
required.
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Is a Requirement of Agreement Retained?
Question might be raised, moreover, whether Daviddespite his revision of

the Principle of Correspondence in the directioemtemic coherence rather than
truth or agreement, does not assign some roleettatter, nonetheless. In (2001g)
where Davidson firséxplicitly characterizes Correspondence in epistemological
terms, he still claims “what must be counted inoi@vof a method of interpretation is
that it puts the interpreter in general agreemettt the speaker” (2001g, 169). This
might suggest thdioth epistemic coherence and agreement are to be wkighe
applying Davidson’s Principle of Correspondefitedowever, in his “Introduction”
to (2001b), Davidson expresses agreement with Diaetds that “Charity prompts
the interpreter to maximize the intelligibility tfe speaker, not sameness of belief”
(2001c, xix). Moreover, by eliminating agreemewini the purview of charity
altogether, aside from avoiding—at least some—arertmples of the sort that
Grandy presents to charity, Davidson would seepst@ape one of the perennial
objections to interpretationist theories such as hi

As John Heil points out, an interpretationism lixavidson’s appear subject
to a regress problem. Such a theory seems to thaekativity of interpretation part
of the constitutive conditions of a mind’s posseggropositional attitudes. Heil
writes,

The activity of interpretation itself, however, égntly involves interpreters’

possessing propositional attitudes themselvess gdints toward a

regress . ... my propositional attitudes depamgour interpreting me; your
propositional attitudes depend on someone intenyou; that someone’s

“0 Evnine, despite appreciating the role of episteroiterence in Davidsonian charity, implies that
Davidson retains a place for agreement as welle“pbint about interpreting people so that they come
out believing truths, by the interpreter’s lighte (the Principle of Charity narrowly conceiveis),

simply one of the many principles which constitGtearity in its more developed sense” (1991, 110).
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propositional attitudes depend on some further sm@eand so on. How
could such a process get off the ground? (2002).15

But some care is required in considering the jesticthis criticism as it
touches Davidson’s theory. It is true that Davids@ccounts of language and of the
attitudes is shot through with references to ‘iptetation’ (he even labels his method
for treating language, for example, ‘radical intetption’, after all.) He couches
these accounts in terms of the conditions whichtrnesnet for an interpretation of
one’s language or of one’s attitudes to be accémtdbut ‘interpretation’ here is little
more than a synonym of ‘theory’, | think, and irduzes no more danger of a regress
into Davidson’s account than would employment ef iiiter word. Where a danger
of a regressloesarise is specifically with respect to the rolechérity in Davidson’s
account. If the conditions for the acceptabilifyadheory of a subject’s language or
attitudes depends on meeting charity constraint$ agcertaining whether those
constraints are met presupposes possession ob thfleone’s own attitudes—as
would be the case if Davidsonian Correspondencetgiveere a matter of
agreement—then we would indeed be off on a regrBssif charity constraints
make no reference to an interpreter’s attitudef®agdson’s revised principle of
charity appears not to, then this risk of a regieseaded off' Perhaps this
consideration lends further credence to the reagliri2avidsonian Correspondence as
dispensing with a requirement of agreement amotggpreted and interpreter

altogether.

1 Granted, the resulting account of attribution wiltolve implicit reference to the norms governing
the various kinds of attitudes, and so there vélifplicit reference to those kinds of mental state
But there will be no presupposition attribution.
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Could an Interpretationist Substitute Humanity for Charity?
As | have suggested, | believe that the evidencsti;nsuggests that

Davidson'’s revision of Correspondence charity s&ipst of a full-fledged principle
of humanity, in that he limits the relevant relascamong attitudes, world, etc., to
normative ones. It is illuminating, however, toeaer whether it would, in
principle, be open to an interpretationist like Rison to adopt Grandy’s humanity
principle. First, it should be noted that the eotin which Grandy proposes
humanity as an improvement upon charity is diffefesm that in which Davidson
would have to employ it. For Grandy (1973), unlikavidson, is concerned only
with the presuppositions of radical translatiort, wigh the methodology of the
ascription of propositional attitudes as well. $him spelling out the method of
translation, he can take psychological ascriptargfanted in a way that Davidson
cannot.

Moreover, it may be that employment of humanitysppposes psychological
ascription and, therefore, cannot serve as a @nstrpon it, on pain of circularity.
This, in any case, is the view of Glock. As nofeee p. 73 above), application of
humanity requires attentiveness to a speaker'sdsan.” For example, humanity
dictates that oneot translate a speaker as agreeing with one witreotsp some
particular belief if their situation is such asafiford no acceptable explanation for
their having that belief. But Glock observes, “tirenciple of humanity faces an
obstacle. How can we establish what the nativesitjpn is, in advance of
understanding any of their beliefs and desires@082 197). His point is that

application of humanity presupposes ascriptiorhefattitudes and, therefore, cannot
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without circularity serve in an interpretationistcaunt of ascription such as
Davidson'’s.

Some caution, however, is needed before acceplimgkG verdict in this
regard. Glock seems to hold that application ehanity involves “crediting them
[i.e., natives] with the beliefs and desives would have hadf we had been in their
position” (2003, 196). But, since their ‘positianvvolves their attitudes, a temporal
and logical priority of attribution is built intgpplication of the principle. This, |
think, can be questioned. As | have emphasized sgems genuinely essential to
humanity is “the condition that the imputed pattefmelations among beliefs,
desires, and the world be as similar to our owpassible” (1973, 443). But to
assess candidate interpretations with respectwowll they fulfill this condition,
does nobbviouslyinvolve any obvious prior determination of nativatitudes™
Instead, it presupposes determining their situatidghe worldand seeing how well
the attitudes postulated by particular interpreteticohere with one another and their
situation so understood. If an interpretationilislthe condition humanity sets, then
the attitudes we would have (or actions we wouldeutake) “if we would have been
in their position” (where this nomcludestheir other attitudes) will allow us to make
fairly reliable predictions about them. But thegés placafter having made a
humanity-based ascription of attitudes, not aseacpndition of it.

Nonetheless, there are potential problems forad3anian employment of a
full-blooded principle of humanity in the not-todsthnt offing. These concern the
epistemological status of knowledge of the sintijeoif the relations among sets of

attitudes and with the world to one’s own. Grahdyself would, presumably,

“2| consider below, however, whether it might iread obvious fashion.
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appeal to the deliverances of a faculty of simatais the source of this knowledge
(cf. Grandy 1973, 443). But aside from locating siource of this knowledge in a
mysterious black box, this move re-instates theasgproblem that Davidson’s
revision of Correspondence charity appeared tmbliss For reading the output of
one’s simulator, so to speak, is itself an instasfcatribution,selfattribution of
beliefs about the coherence of attitude, etc. tBibating attitudes to others would
presuppose their attribution in one’s own c&s®ecause of simulation’s
mysteriousness and the risk of regress it givestasan interpretationist of
Davidson’s sort should, I think, avoid appeal to it

Instead of appealing to simulation, could a Dawdan rely on an (at least
partly) non-normativéheoryof the relations among “beliefs, desires, and &/@rl If
this is conceived as ampiricaltheory, then the obstacle is readily apparent arh
posterioriconfirmation of such a theory would presupposeértaundertaken
abundant attributions of attitudes. So, on paiaiularity, an account of attribution
should not appeal to knowledge of such an empitieadry. Perhaps a Davidsonian
couldinstead rely on a theory which wagriori. The idea is that it might be (partly)
constitutive of the concepts of belief and dediad they (generally) be related in
certain non-normative ways among themselves artdthit world** So, in principle,
it appears that an interpretationist like Davidsonld adopt Grandy’s humanity

principle. But, as noted, there is little textealdence for ascribing such a view to

*3 Grandy himself can afford insouciance in this rdgaince unlike Davidson, he is not concerned to
give an account of psychological attribution. @Esan himself, one would think, needs to be more
careful not to presuppose knowledge of one’s owitudes.

4 A theory known as ‘analytic’ o=’ priori functionalism’ takes the view of belief and desiescribed
in the text. Cf. p. 196 below.
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Davidson (and, indeed, other prominent normatiyisésccordingly, | shall not take it
as the target for my arguments against normatiuissubsequent chaptets.

An issue, though, is whether Davidson'’s reviseatity principle, in which
Correspondence is re-interpreted in terms of résmeepistemological norms, can
really do the work that he asks of it. As mentigee p. 76 above), Davidson’s
revision of charity is prompted, at least in phst,a desire to allow “intelligible error”
and do justice to Grandy’s insight that “the impoxte of agreement is proportional
to obviousness.” Success in this would seem tem®pthen, on whether errors are
sufficiently explainable (and obviousnessshable) in normative-epistemological
terms. Davidson’s statement that “everything wevkior believe about the way
evidence supports belief can be put to work indiagiwhere the theory can best
allow error” (cf. p. 76 above) suggests that hegvek this to be the case. Whether
this is plausible is an issue to which | shall retsubsequently. In any case, that
Davidson'’s revision of his Correspondence princgxteends the ambit of charity
beyond properly rational norms so as to includstepiological ones as well, will be
critical in assessing the success of my argumeyamst Davidsonian charity in later

chapters.

Arguments for Charity
As we have seen, all charity principles are neatad equal. Some, such as

Davidson'’s initial Correspondence principle, seerhdve deficiencies, prompting

proponents of charity to seek more acceptableraitime formulations. These

5 Of course, a view based on humanity is, at beisteatingly labeled a ‘normativism’. For, in
general, humanity does not assume that the typtations among beliefs, desires, and the world
possess a hormative character, although spectiggments of humanity principles could hold that
they do wholly or in part.
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alternatives are perhaps more defensible to trene#tat they avoid the defects of
the simpler versions. But we have yet to considsat can be said by way of defense
of charity principles (or, more properly, normasiw) in general. Thus, | next
consider what proponents of normativism have hahyoin support of that view. On
balance, normativists offer remarkably little iretiwvay of argument for their view,

and such arguments as they do advance, | pointloutpt hold up under scrutiny.

Quine’s Arguments
The dearth of argument for normativism is mostsgicuous in the case of

Quine. InWord and ObjectQuine’s ‘justification’ of his principle of chayi seems
limited to two sorts of things: (1) consideratidnadfew cases where intuitions might
seem to support its application (for example, heeoles that when someone answers
‘Yes and no’ to a question, we assume that the {thexied sentence is meant
differently in the affirmation and the negationgtrithat they are affirming and
denying the same proposition [1960, 59]); and (Rxppeal to commonsense (“The
common sense behind the maxim [i.e., the prin@pleharity] is that one’s
interlocutor’s silliness, beyond a certain poistldass likely than bad translation”
[1960, 59]). However, we can grant Quine that veeiaclined, among other things,
to translate so as not to attribute crass contiiadi, indeed, that this inclination
perhaps has a basis in “commonsense” along the hieesuggests. But that does not
necessarily mean that that commonsense insight st anything like aa priori
constitutive constraint on belief. It could justwell represent recognition of the fact
that people’s degree of “silliness,” as a mattea pbsteriorj empirical fact, is

generally fairly moderate. Indeed, the refereckkelinood in Quine’s statement of
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the “commonsense” underlying his maxim suggestsfeasibility that runs directly
counter to the sort of strict, constitutive chaptynciple which, | have argued in Ch.
1, Quine ultimately champions. So Quine’s dismrssf charity inWord and Object

does little to support normativisf.

Davidson’s Arguments
Davidson’s efforts to support charity, by contragh Quine’s, are a bit more

substantial.

An Argument for Correspondence Charity
One line of argument proceeds as follows (20018;8%). Davidson derives

(1) Correspondence charity (for a given speakevstbeliefs are correct”) from the
premise (2) that a belief can have a particulajeslmatter (“object in, or aspect of,
the world”) only if one’s beliefs about that suldjetatter are predominately true
(“False beliefs tend to undermine the identificatad the subject matter”). He
endeavors to support this premise, in turn, by icemation of an example: (3) It is

not clear to us that the ancients can be saidue bhalieved that the earth is flat, since
they lacked so many true beliefs about the eadntht (this earth of ours is part of the
solar system, a system identified by the factithata gaggle of large, cool, solid

bodies circling around a very large, hot star”.etc.)*’ It follows, further, from (1)

6 At (1986, 82), Quine’s defense of charity consiistasking, “We have to base translation on some
kind of evidence and what better?” Similarly, 60, 58), he asks “Not to be dogmatic about iatwh
criterion might one prefer?” This poses a legitienehallenge to opponents of normativism to
articulate and defend an alternative conceptiath@fropositional attitudes (and of translatiori) no
based ora priori presuppositions of rationality, etc. The prospeftsuccess in this, however, may
not be nearly as bleak as Quine assumes.

*" There is some complexity here that | am elidiBgvidson, it appears, suggests that the ancients’
lack of many characteristic beliefs about the eeatls in question their having believed that thetfe

is flat because it calls into question whetherrtheiief is about the earth (in tde resense). He
writes, “how clear are we that the ancients—sonwesits—believed that the earth was flatRis
earth?” (2001, 169). Of course, uncertainty oérefice would yield uncertainty that they shared our
concept of the earth, since sameness of concegtsesimeness of reference. So it would not ke cle
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that (4) a theory of interpretation can be coroedy if it is generally “the case that a
sentence is true when a speaker holds it to be.”

What are we to make of this argument? Well, Gmoadence charity, (1),
follows from (2), and, ignoring quibbles, (4) folls from (1). So the real question is
whether Davidson’s example adequately establisteesath of the key premise, (2),
and, if not, whether the truth of (2) is otherwisadily apparent. That the example
does little to establish (2) becomes evident ohedlistinction betweeunncertainty
andindeterminacys borne in mind. One can concede to Davidsonthi®ancients’
lack of many characteristic beliefs about the eagthtributes to some uncertainty,
psychological or epistemological, on our part agether the ancients can truly be
said to have had a belief that the earth is it (2), rather, plainly concerns the
(degree of) determinacy with which individual’s pess beliefs concerning a
particular subject matter. For (3) to provide a@gl support for (2), it would have to
be the case that uncertainty entailed indetermin&uyt that is far from the case. Our
uncertainty as to the truth of Goldbach’s conjestaf course, in no way diminishes
the determinacy of the truth of either that proposior its contradiction.

Nor is the truth of (2) something that can be figaatcepted as
uncontroversial. For the trend in much theoryeférence of recent decades has been
to relax the dependence of linguistic—and, by esitam psychological—reference
on an individual’'s possessing veridical informatabout a locution (or concept’s)

referent. Thus, though a descriptive theory oppranames like Searle’s picks out

either that they believed that the earth is flattliede dictosense). My feeling, however, is that there
is relatively greater temptation to doubt thataineients shared our concegirththan there is to

doubt that they had a belief about the earth enffatness (in thede resense). But even the latter
doubt is perhaps non-negligible. ‘Earth’ in theutits of ancients might be compared to ‘phlogiston’
and lack a referent for similar reasons.
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the referent of a proper name in terms of an indial’'s maximallysatisfying
descriptions predicated of that proper name, thetghg reference to truth, a causal
theory like Kripke’s (at least for proper names aatural kind terms) appears to
divorce reference from truth. Granted, if the sphef application of such causal
theories were relatively narrow, their truth, aligb qualifying Davidson’s premise,
would not seriously undermine it. But many propuseof such theories cast their
net quite widely. So the truth of (2) is quite trowersial, and, consequently,
Davidson’s use of it renders his argument for Gpomdence charity unavailing.

It is worth noting, moreover, the limited scopelwé argument’s conclusion,
even if it had succeeded in proving that conclusibmst, it concerns
Correspondence charity alone, not Coherence chaatgnted, that truths
predominate among one’s beliefs entails a certagrek of coherence among one’s
beliefs, inasmuch as truths cannot contradict esiolr’® But it has no implications
at all for practical rationality, which is suppogedoe included in the domain of

Davidson’s Coherence charity. Moreover, with respe theoretical rationality,

“8 |t is possible, however, that Davidson would $séniplications with respect to theoretical
rationality as greater than this. Davidson’s vibat “a belief is identified by its location inpattern
of beliefs” and that this pattern “determines thbject matter of the belief’ (2001g, 168) might
suggest that he would hold that a belief's logamaitent is similarly dependent on the presencenof a
appropriate pattern of beliefs. So perhaps onaatamve a belief involving some logical operator
like conjunction, a belief of the form & q without having the beliefs andq separately. That is, in
general, he might be inclined to hold that havietidis generally requires believing their deductive
consequences. This would extend the implicatidieoconclusion of Davidson’s argument for
theoretical rationality beyond mere consistencgrhBps Davidson might even take the relevant
patterning to include not just what backgrounddfslexist but the inferential relations among lislie
as well. In that case, Davidson’s view here mggem to entail that most of one’s deductive
inferences be valid as well (it is difficult to seew one could derive implications for non-deduetiv
inferential relations). However, my discussionthia text is concerned only with the implications of
the conclusion of Davidson’s argument, not withsenof ancillary views of his.
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though it entails some statal rationality (consistd;* it entails nothing with respect
to procedural rationality, such as the proprietpoé’s logical inferences.

Moreover, even with respect to Correspondenceatgh&ravidson’s
conclusion does not seem to deliver quite evergthat Davidson would want. For
it seems to concern only that part of Corresponeérawing to do with the truth of
one’s beliefs, not that having to do with the oliaace of epistemological norms
governing warrant. As my reading of Davidson’sised Correspondence principle
suggests, Davidson appears to intend that printoplequire, not just that an agent’s
beliefs be mostly true, but that they have beentiméermed in ways that confer
epistemological warrant on them. The former, haavegioes not entail the latter.
However unlikely, it would seem logically possilite someone to have mostly true
beliefs which lack warrant because formed in epistegically dubious fashiorf,
Moreover, Davidson appears oblivious to the faat the conclusion of his argument
partakes only of the character of a Threshold ipiaecasserting that the proportion
of an agent’s beliefs which are true cannot falbyea certain (high) level. In no
way does it amount to a Maximization Principle,aémng one to prefer that
interpretation which renders the largest proporabspeakers’ utterances true. But
it is precisely Maximization charity which Davidsenshes to rely on for
methodological purposeés. So his argument falls short of the mark in nuraero

ways.

“9Even here, it does not encompass relations ofdenfuctive coherence among beliefs.

* Conversely, it appears logically possible thatsone could be so singularly ill-situated that mafst
their beliefs, though warranted, are false. Sawmesides of Davidson'’s revised Correspondence
principle are logically independent.

>1 Davidson himself, just after presenting his argomeefers to Maximization as “the basic
methodological precept” (2001g, 169). He appeatsmnotice the distance between the argument’s
conclusion and that imperative.
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A Transcendental Argument
A second line of argument, for which some commensaind evidence in

Davidson, appeals to charity, both CorrespondendeCaherence, as a necessary
condition or transcendental requirement for radictrpretatior? Lepore and
Ludwig summarize the argument as follows:

(1) Interpretation from the standpoint of the radlioterpreter is possible.

(2) If interpretation from the standpoint of theliGal interpreter is possible,

then the principle of charity is true.

(3) Therefore, the principle of charity is true2005, 2043
We have already seen (p. 58 above) that Davidspeapto charity as a
methodological device which is supposed to makessible for the radical
interpreter to confirm interpretations. If the aoentators are right, his view is that
charity is not only sufficient for this purpose (e presence of certain otleepriori
and empirical constraints) but necessary, in tbaither methodologically adequate
expedient would be available to the radical intetgr. Whether recourse to charity is
necessary (or even whether it is sufficient) falical interpretation is something on
which | shall venture no opinioff. But even if the second premise could be
conceded, the first would itself be far from obwsout is by no means clear that
interpretation purely on the basis of such evideages available to the radical
interpreter is possible. Barring extreme skepticiene must grant that interpretation

is a quotidian event. But ordinary interpretatiomot restricted in its evidential

*2 perhaps Davidson implicitly makes the argumenhénfollowing passage (2004e, 157): “Further
interpretation requires the assumption of furttereament between speaker and interpreter. The
assumption is certainly justified, the alternatiegng that the interpreter finds the speaker
unintelligible.”

>3 (Glock 2003, 195) seems to find much the sameraegiin Davidson.

% An interesting question, however, is whether gmeapmight be made to a principle of humanity
instead of charity.
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bases as is radical interpretation. As Ludwig @@5b4) points out, “We can appeal
to knowledge of features of our own psychologigpktand to the fact that in practice
others whom we want to interpret are conspecifmbaied in the same way we are
and in similar environments, to infer with someysidility the sorts of things they
are apt to be thinking, in order to constrain oeipretations.” So the fact of
interpretation does not entail the factradlical interpretation. Since the very
possibility of radical interpretation is far fronbwous, the soundness of Davidson’s
argument for charity founded upon it is equally’3o.

In a sense, it may not be altogether incumber@aridson to give anything
like a traditional formal philosophical argument fos principle of charity. It might
be enough if his account of the propositional adigts, with its normativist
underpinnings, were over the long run to provelidst explanation of the relevant
phenomena by comparison with other initially plaiesiphilosophical accounts of the
attitudes. That is, perhaps the truth of Davidsanterpretativism and its attendant
normativism can be established by an inferenchedest explanatiotl. However,
on any account of abduction, the most central goa#ting property of a theory is its
explanatoriness, roughly, the degree to which henassumption of its truth, it would
lead one to expect the occurrence of phenomereeiretevant domain. In effect, my
argument of later chapters can be viewed as suggebkat normativist theories like
Davidson’s quite crassly violate the requiremeffitsxplanatoriness in that they

entail the scientific impossibility of what are aléy possible phenomena. So,

%5 |n fact, if radical interpretation has the imptica that intentionality is indeterminate, as
Davidson—following Quine—maintains, that itself sifth constitute some grounds to question the
possibility of justified radical interpretation,vgin theprima faciedeterminacy of our thoughts.

2% Cf. the discussion of this line of argument inRloee and Ludwig 2005, 202-04).
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although | am sympathetic to the employment ofrerfiee to the best explanation as
an argumentative strategy with respect to issuésaiphilosophy of mind and
elsewhere, | hold that this strategy ultimatelyo@ads to the detriment of

normativism, not in its favor.

An Argument from Dennett
Some commentators find a separate line of argufoenbrmativism in

Daniel Dennett's work. Dennett, clearly a propan&mormativisnt,’ gives an
instrumentalist account of the propositional attés. To possess attitudes is, on his
view, to be anntentional systenia system whose behavior can be (at least
sometimes) explained and predicted by relying @mnigtsons to the system of beliefs
and desires (and hopes, fears, intentions, hunches$,(1971, 87). Thus, Dennett
intimately connects possession of the attitudekdgragmatic values of
explanability and predictability. Moreover, Dennteikes for granted that
explanations and predictions in terms of the atésiwill be rationality-based: “One
predicts behavior in such a case by ascribingdaiistenthe possession of certain
informationand by supposing it to lwkrected by certain goalsand then by working
out the most reasonable or appropriate action emasis of these ascriptions and
suppositions” (1971, 90). It would seem to folldhen, that possession of the
attitudes by a system for Dennett requires at lastdegree of adherence to rational

norms (Coherence) as will permit some explanatigorediction in accordance with

5" Cf. esp. his statement that “a false belief syseaconceptual impossibility” (1971,101).
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them. So the argument, if successful, establiahBwreshold Principle for
Coherencé®

But just how high a threshold would it establisim?order to answer this
guestion as well as to consider whether the arguswateeds, it will be helpful
briefly to examine the version of normativism Cltoher Cherniak expounds in his
Minimal Rationality(1986). Cherniak’s normativist outlook comestte fore even
in the first sentence of that work: “The most bdaw of psychology is a rationality
constraint on an agent’s beliefs, desires, and@&tiNo rationality, no agent.” (1986,
3). He makes it clear that he is “concerned wationality conditions on belief sets
and on the believer's deductive abilities,” whiahregards as “necessary conditions
on agenthood” (1986, 5. Moreover, it is clear that he accepts the neteesi
charity constraints on much the same basis asldeesett. He describes a theory of
belief (the ‘assent theory of beligfwhich places no rationality constraints on agent

“A believes all and only those statements gatbuld affirm” (1986, 6). Cherniak

%8 A distinct line of thought in Dennett, which sufieially might seem to be directed towards
establishing normativism, on closer inspectioreisrsto level at a different, although related,
conclusion. Dennett appears to hold that in emwvirents in which natural selection operates,
organisms will be explainable from the intentiogt@nce, and so whatever amount of charity such
explainability entails will apply to them (cf. 19,792-93). Thus, human beings’ conformity to such
charity is given by tha posteriorifact that they have been formed as a species @m@nonment in
which natural selection operates. This conclugidis short of normativism in two respects. At bies
establishes that charity is a constraint on hunengs (and other organisms) which have developed in
this environment, not that charity is a constraimpossession of the attitudes. Moreover, Dermett’
line of thought establishes its conclusion oalgosteriorj whereas normativism, as | have defined the
notion, regards charity as arpriori constraint.

%9 Cherniak’s reference to charity, in effect, asaav'of psychology” might suggest that he regards
charity as undergirded by an empirical generalimatibout agents’ rationality. In that case, hewi
would not properly count as normativist. Howev@hnerniak emphasizes that although “rationality
conditions perhaps are not usefully regarded diitienal’, they must be distinguished from
empirical generalizations about human psycholodye writes, further, that they “have a centrality i
a cognitive theory, such that they could not beatgd on the basis of just some supposedly contrary
‘data’ (1986, 27). Thus, Cherniak appears to acsemething like Quine’s rejection of the analytic-
synthetic distinction and accord the principle &gty the status that Quine and other adherents of
charity influenced by him seem obliged to assignaimely, that of a principle possessing “centyalit
in the ‘web of belief’. Accordingly, like Quine,d¥idson, et. al., Cherniak can be comfortably
reckoned a normativist.
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rejects this theory essentially because of its tdaxplanatoriness: “A cognitive
theory with no rationality restrictions is withgoitedictive content” as to “a believer’s
behavior” (1986, 6). Such a theory, he maintavmyld deprive one of an adequate
evidential basis for making attributions of the positional attitudes; and it renders
mysterious our ability to make successful predicdion the basis of such attributions.

Cherniak, however, is quite explicit that such iegments of predictiveness
only ground a moderate normativism. He holds thiaboth “everyday
psychological explanations of behavior” and forgntive theory,” what is required
is what he calls “minimal, as distinguished froreadl rationality” (1986, 3).
Whereas an ideal rationality, broadly, requireagent to undertake all actions and
inferences appropriate to their belief-desire aat(to refrain from all that are
inappropriate to it), minimal rationality demanddythat they undertake (refrain
from) some®® Cherniak supports this weaker constraint by me&texhaustion of a
trichotomy” (1986, 8-9): (1) Because human beingsfinite beings with finite
cognitive and temporal resources, they could nidfgaa requirement of ideal
rationality. Imposition of such a constraint wohlave the unacceptable implication
of making cognitive theory inapplicable to humainigs. (2) As argued above, if
agents were subject to no charity constraint attai this would unacceptably
undermine the predictive power of belief- and desittribution. Accordingly, (3),
agents must be subject to a requirement of minratainality.

So Cherniak, sharing Dennett’s insistence on duessity of charity

constraints to assure the explanatoriness of attoib of the attitudes, argues to a

% Similarly, ideal rationality requires weeding @litinconsistencies from one’s belief-set, whereas
minimal rationality merely requires weeding out €om
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Threshold principle which sets the bar for possgssf the attitudes below the level
of perfect rationality. He holds that explanatess can be assured with a
requirement of mere minimal rationality. But itv®rth noting that as Cherniak
specifies the contrast between ideal and minintadmality, Davidsonian charity
actually might seem to constitute a species of mahirrationality. For Davidson does
not require perfect rationality of an agent, ratimeerely a large degree of
rationality® Though Davidson, unlike Cherniak, might not heseognized the bar
to perfect rationality for finite creatures whiclh&niak emphasizes, the threshold
Davidson sets for agency seems to fall in the rafigeinimal rationality. Moreover,
as Cherniak himself acknowledges (cf.1986, 18-R&i3)minimal-rationality

constraint is vague inasmuch as he does not speedéfinite cut-off point for agency
in the range between zero and perfect rationdfitpinimal rationality suffices to
guarantee explanatoriness and predictiveness, @si@k holds it does, then one
would think that a reasonably high degree of adim¢o rational norms would be
required. Otherwise, predictions based on sucmaavill usually fail, and surely it

is a requirement of genuine explanation tha¢xgmanansshould predict its
explanandunwith a high degree of probability. Indeed, Chaknlhimself evidently
holds that the determinateness of one’s qualifgis@n agent is in proportion to one’s
degree of rationality. So, on closer inspectioneiak’s view of charity seems to

merge with Davidson'§

¢ Cherniak exhibits some tendency to view Davidssyrirafact, requiring perfect rationality (1986,
17-18), but, as noted above (p. 70), | think thik lofithe textual evidence counts against such a
reading of Davidsonian charity.

62 Cherniak, however, appears to understand thevqriantification involved in assessing whether a
potential agent meets minimal requirements diffdyethan does Davidson in at least one respect.
Whereas Davidson would seem to make the assessmém basis of something like the proportion
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But how successful is Cherniak’s (and, thus, Déig)eargument for his view
of charity? Overall, | think not very. | belieeae can grant the first premise of his
trichotomy argument, that agents are not subjeatreguirement of perfect
rationality for the reason he cites: that suchquirement would debar finite creatures
like human beings from counting as agents. Moreaene grants his second
premise, that agents must be subjecaimecharity constraint, his conclusion that
they are subject to a minimal rationality constramuld be unavoidable. So the
issue is whether the second premise must be coticede

As noted, Cherniak grounds his second premiseagiipgrement of some
rationality constraint, on the necessity that btittion of the attitudes make possible
prediction and explanation. He supports this r&tesn turn, on the need to have an
adequate evidential basis for attribution, andntbed to do justice to our apparent
success in making predictions on the basis obations. Let us grant for the
moment that it is, in fact, crucial that attributiallow prediction and explanation.
Nonetheless, it is not clear that this entails laimg like a charity constraint as this is
ordinarily understood. For, in the first placeséems enough to guarantee the
predictive and explanatory power of attributiomibst agents should be largely
rational. Their behavior could be predicted bylgimg rational norms to their set of

beliefs and desires, even if such prediction faifethe case of a minority of oddballs

of tokenrational inferences (actions, etc.), Cherniak sewish to do so on the basis of the
proportion oftypesof rational inferences which a potential agenttady makes.

96



who exhibited a significant degree of irrationafitySo predictiveness, it seems, can
be had without a charity principle binding on gjkats.

Moreover, it is not at all clear that the basisndéntional prediction and
explanation of agents need be (wholly) normativeharacter. For, as we saw (p. 72
above), Grandy shares Dennett’'s (and Cherniak’ghasis on prediction and
explanation of behavior as the pragmatic pointtsflaution. But Grandy, unlike
Dennett, appeals to humanity rather than charitgadering such prediction and
explanation possible. As | have pointed out, hutgaequires only that the relations
among attitudes (and the world) be “as similaruo@wvn as possible” (Grandy 1973,
443). In general, there is no assumption thatthelations are normative, and, thus,
none that the intentional prediction and explamatieeir obtaining make possible are
normative in character. Cherniak himself evidembludes non-normative
psychological principles in addition to normativees as constraining attribution. He
writes, “the minimal rationality conditions in eyelay practice are embedded in a
broad range of other cognitive psychological themthat fill in where the minimal
agent’s behavior will depart from ideal rationdli{§986, 55). He regards these non-
normative theories as enshrined in commonsensdp®gy, enjoying a status as
central as that enjoyed by normative principlesit the acknowledgement of such
non-normative principles opens up the—at leastrtexal—possibility that
predictiveness could be afforded by such principddiser than by normative ones, a
fact which calls into question the soundness ofr@ia&’s inference from the

necessity of predictiveness to a principle of digari

8 put another way: Once it is granted—as one musit-ekplanation and prediction need not be on
the basis of strict, exceptionless laws, there spgnthe possibility of individuals who are mashkjive
exceptional.
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Further, Cherniak seems to assume that the plascigzhether normative or
non-normative, which render the attribution oftatles predictive need to have a
quasi-constitutive charact&. But why cannot the predictive import of a theofy
the attitudes instead be a matteagdosteriorj empirical generalizations whose
confirmation the theory makes possible? Cherrapkarently, makes a tacit
assumption that predictive content needs to bi veere, written into the theory of
the attitudes itself, or else there will not beu#fisient basis for attribution. Indeed, if
the possibility of attribution is undercut, the ygossibility of confirming empirical
generalizations in which the attitudes figure Wil undercut. But it seems that the
possibility of attribution of the attitudes can déwed for without building
predictive contendlirectly into the theory of the attitudes. A Kripkean esttific
essentialist theory of the attitudes, such aa pasteriorifunctionalism, would—one
would think—allow attribution to proceed on the isas rough-and-ready reference-
fixing descriptions of the attitudes (laying noisiao being quasi-constitutivéj,and
it would allow generalizations which permit relialpredictions on the basis of the
attitudes to emerge ondyposteriori If such a scientific essentialism has seemed
promising with respect to other scientific domaitten why not with respect to
psychology as well? | conclude, then, that Ché¢siargument for normativism,
just as the other typical arguments for normativeemsidered above, fails to

establish its conclusion.

® This is apparent in his remark that “A cognitibeary [i.e., a philosophical theory of the attitsfle
with no rationality restrictions is without predigt content; using it, we can have virtually no
expectations regarding a believer’s behavior” (1996

% Similarly, one can have considerable successantifying specimens of gold and other minerals in
the absence of possession of knowledge of (quassjitutive constraints on the various sorts of
minerals.
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The upshot is that normativism—whether of QuinBlayidson’s, or
Dennett's sort—is left with little in the way of pitive support. More needs to be
said, however, by way of rounding out the pictur®avidsonian charity that | have

drawn in the present chapter. It is to this tdwsit t turn next.

99



Chapter Three: Normativism and Modules, Prima
Facie Objections

Introduction
Although Davidson’s explicit discussions of chardvert to principles of the

sort that | have treated hitherto—namely, Maximgzand Threshold Principles—in
the present chapter | shall highlight charity piphes of a different sort that Davidson
appears to embrace, albeit somewhat less explibily he does the aforementioned
principles. These principles, which | shall refeias the Competence and
Compartment Principles, respectively, appear teedmdDavidson’s account of
familiar forms of irrationality likeakrasiaand self-deception in such papers as
(2004c) and (2004a). That account sees a neaaktbgub-divisions of the mind in
order to allow for irrational mental processes aativities. Preparatory to
developing my argument of Chapter Four, | shall filthelpful to discuss the relation
of such Davidsonian compartments to the sorts oftahémodules’ that figure in
much contemporary psychological theorizing. Digtiishing among various
conceptions of modules, | shall argue that the @ntogs of one important sort of
module bear directly on the tenability of Davidso@€ompetence and Compartment
Principles. Last, | shall attempt to forestalltaer objections that might be raised to
my employment of the notion of modularity in arggiagainst normativism. In sum,
my goal here is to clarify the relevance of whagmibe called thenereology of the

mindto the issue of normativism.
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Additional Charity Principles
There is good reason to believe that Davidson eates charity principles

besides those which he enunciates in his arti¢ldsed70s in which he sets out his
account of radical interpretation. These additigmenciples come to the fore in
articles Davidson published in the ‘80s specificalbncerning the topic of
irrationality. Ed Stein claims—I think rightly—tdiscover in Davidson (2004b) a
principle of charity concerning an agent’s “reasgncompetence” (Stein 1996,
116n14). Roughly, the principle makes a condifmrtheir possessing propositional
attitudes that for each rational norm, they embadgndency to obey it.But to gain

a proper appreciation of the principle Stein hasiind some discussion of the notion

of competence is required.

Competence and Performance
As Stein notes, the notion of a competence istyasssociated with

Chomskyan linguistics. Chomsky distinguishes betwa speaker’s linguistic
performancetheir actual linguistic behavior, and their limgfic competencehe
(tacit) knowledge of linguistic rules—phonetic, gnaatical, and semantic—which
underlies and, along with other factors, servesxmain their linguistic behavidt.
This distinction has the merit of accommodatingetielent fact that one can have
mastery of a language, knowledge of its rules, atdd yet err in one’s linguistic

performances, such as speech production, comprieheasd one’s intuitions about

! Stein speaks more narrowly of “principles of redeg” because his focus is exclusively theoretical,
but Davidson'’s is not: If (2004b) contains a prpieisuch as the one Stein identifies, it concelins a
forms of rationality. So it is appropriate to farfate it in terms of rational principles in geneiad |
have done here.

2 A subtle question is whether the relevant knowdeslgould be thought of more on the model of
‘knowledge how’ or ‘knowledge that’, i.e., propasital knowledge. The word ‘competence’ itself is
suggestive of the former. But Chomsky, at leash@first instance, may have had the latter more i
mind.
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grammaticality. Such performance errors are aitable to factors extraneous to
one’s linguistic competence. Stein distinguishesmg factors that are “due to basic
facts about the human condition” (such as “constsaon processing time and
memory”) and ones arising from one’s idiosyncratate (for example, “lack of
attention” owing to “an inadequate amount of sleemessive drug use, or
excitedness” (1996, 46).

There is a complication that is glossed over bysihgle identification of
linguistic competence with tacit linguistic knowggel Namely, as Stein points out,
there are various interpretations of what a commuetés. Aside from the
interpretation of competence as a matter of knogdednother viable interpretation
sees it as the language-specific cognithechanismsvhich underlie one’s linguistic
performance (1996, 53-55). Whereas on the knowletigy competence is a matter
of cognitivestates on the mechanism view it is more a matter ofcibgnitive
processesthe transitions among psychological states whigport language
specifically. These transitions are naturally tpatuof asceteris paribugegularities,
and, correspondingly, on this view performancersrese naturally viewed as
divergences from these regularities owing to irteny factors, whether physical or
psychological.

What appears true of language, Stein points o noight take to be true of
reasoning as well. One might see individual noivegtrinciples of reasoning like

modus ponenas embodied in a rational competence, which ig immperfectly

% Stein designates the latter “situational” factamsl the former “psychological” ones. The latter

designation is misleading since—as his examplanskéres show—he clearly intends to include
peculiarities of an individual's psychological stdlike lack of attention) among situational fastor
Stein’s typology of the sources of performance reitteen, appears substantially to cross-cut the
classification of them as physical or psychological
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manifested in one’s actual reasoning performagain, this view would admit of
either a knowledge or a mechanism interpretaton.the former, one’s reasoning
competence would consist in one’s knowledge ofqgipies of reasoning likenodus
ponenswhereas on the latter, it would reside in regtiés holding true of one
corresponding to principles of reasoning, sucthasit one believep and q as well
asp, then,ceteris paribusone infergy.* Again, on the latter view, divergences from
the normative principles of reasoning would be seeperformance errors
attributable to outside factors interfering witle tmechanism’s operation.

Availing himself of this notion of competence, th&tein attributes to
Davidson a principle of charity according to whiithe principles of reasoning
embodied in our reasoning competence” are “bagicational” (1996, 116). Let us
call this charity principle Stein discovers in Das®n theCompetence Principle
Stein distinguishes strong and weak versions sfgghinciple. On the strong version,
agents “shoulesheverbe interpreted as irrational” in the sense thitdiaergences
from the normative principles of reasoning showdclassified as performance
errors” (1996, 116). On the weak version, by casttragents should be seen as
rational ‘unlessthere is strong empirical evidence to the contfakowever, the
constitutive role charity plays in Davidson’s acobaf attribution places the weak

version out of bounds for his purpo$egéccordingly, | shall confine consideration to

* | suggest below that the mechanism interpretatiore nearly captures Davidson’s view.

® Stein—apparently correctly—further observes that éntails what he calls the “rationality thesis,”
that although “human beings can make errors inorgag,” these are mere external interferences with
an ideal rational competence (1996, 3). Thisddltesis, however, though relevant to Stein’s
purposes, is not normativist in import, for Steitends it to apply to human beings specifically ant
necessarily as a conceptual requirement. Heramajtlfurther consideration of it.

® Cf. my defense (p. 62 above) of a strong (cortati)i reading of charity in Davidson over a weak
(heuristic) one.
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whether the textual evidence supports Davidsonehce to a strong Competence
Principle, or at least something closely approxingait.

Textual Evidence
In (2004b), Davidson endorses a view of irraticiyahat sees it as a kind of

“inner inconsistency” on the part of an agent (188uch a Humean conception is
contemporary orthodoxy about what constitutesioredity: it is a matter of a
disharmony among one’s own attitudes and actiam$daes not hinge on assessment
relative to facts and values external to the ag8nit, more controversially, Davidson
sees such inner inconsistency as, in some sensdvimg a violation of the agent’s
own standards of thought and conduct. He writikss ‘only when beliefs are
inconsistent with other beliefs according to protes held by the agent himself . . .
that there is a clear case of irrationality” (200482). Moreover, what he takes to be
true of beliefs, he takes to hold quite generallgtttudes and actions.

The dependence of irrationality on the individineyever, is attenuated by
another facet of Davidson’s account of irratioryaliFor Davidson holds that “all
thinking creatures subscriberoy basic standards or norms of rationality” (2004b,
195). He maintains that a requirement for the @esisn of propositional attitudes at
all is acceptance of “principles of decision thépfthe basic principles of logic, the
principle of total evidence for inductive reasoningthe analogous principle of
continence” (2004b, 195). Now Davidson’s formuwdas at this point may suggest
that he is committed to a Competence Principle revtiee relevant competence
consists in a stock of beliefs whose content cpomeds to basic normative rational
principles. However, this reading is belied byldaon’s observation that when an

agent has exhibited irrationality, “he must havpaitted from his own standards, that
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is, from his usual and best modes of thought amaer” (2004b, 197). Davidson
suggests that for him tdvavethe fundamental values of rationality” is to “show
much consistency in his thought and action.” ksthpassages, Davidson clearly
equates one’s “standards” to one’s patterns ofghband behavior, not to one’s
normative beliefs.

Moreover, Davidson insists that in a case of ioradlity, “the views, values,
andprinciplesthat create the conflict are at that moment dllya¢cendenciesr
forces” (2004b, 197). He maintains that “the elaetaghat create the conflict” should
not be viewed as “creatingnaerely statisticapreponderancef the rational over the
irrational.” Rather, “all the beliefs, desirestantions, and principles of the agent that
create the inconsistency are present at once &nd abme sense in operation—are
live psychic forces.” So Davidson flatly denieattthe agent’s necessary having the
basic rational norms consists (merely) in theiregahconformity to the dictates of
such principled. Rather, one’s having them is more a matter oftstihg an active
tendency to observe them. Thus, he seems to dammself to the view that one’s
possession of them consistceteris paribugegularities corresponding to the
principles holding true of one. Thus, with consat#e plausibility, Davidson can be
seen as subscribing to a Competence Principle,endre’s rational competence—as
on the mechanism view—embodie=teris paribugegularities corresponding to

(basic) rational norms.

" Perhaps Davidson does commit himself to an aggeneral observance of each individual basic
rational norm. If so, this would amount to an diddial charity principle of Davidson’s. It is nohe,
however, that | wish to emphasize, if only becaDagidson does not clearly advocate it.

8 |s there reason to doubt that an agent can poasessnatively rational competence in the
mechanism sense without possessing knowledge ofatime principles too? The existence of
physical devices like computers which can imitateperhaps instantiate) rational state-transitions
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Clarification of a Few Points
A proper appreciation of this principle, howeveruires clarification of a

few points. First, any sort of mechanistic viewynsaem out of keeping with
Davidson’s trademark doctrine of the anomalouspésise mentaf. But that
doctrine specifically rejects onstrict psychophysical (and psychopsychological)
laws. There is nothing in Davidson’s doctrinejrohis argument on its behalf , that
would appear to commit him to the rejectiorceteris paribudaws of the sort bound
up in the Competence Principle.

A second point concerns Davidson’s apparent wighsitinguish between two
kinds of principles of reasoning, basic and noridb®s Evidently, he only means his
Competence Principle to apply to such principlesatibnality as are basic.
However, in this regard two issues immediatelyear{$), just what distinction
Davidson intends to capture with this terminologwyd, (2), whether Davidson has
the resources in his account of attribution ne¢dattaw the relevant distinction.
With respect to the first, Davidson cannot, of seyisimply identify basic principles
of rationality as those to which agents generallyese. Rather, he needs to provide
some handle on the relevant principles indepenaliethieir part in the Competence
Principle itself if interpreters are going to bdeato applythe Competence Principle
in making attribution$® So just whamightDavidson mean by “basic principles of

rationality”?

without internal representations of the rules thbgerve suggests that a rational competence might
well notrequire knowledge of normative principles.

° See (Davidson 1980c) for the classic statemetitisdoctrine.

1 The passages from (Davidson 2004b, 195) quotéchos/e show this unmistakably. Cf. also
Davidson’s statement that the principle of totatlemce is “so fundamental that we cannot make sense
of an agent who does not generally reason in aceihdit” (2004b, 190).

™ Of course, if the number of such principle is ditimight be possible to identify basic principle
simply by enumerating them. But Davidson providessuch list.
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The interpretation might suggest itself that bysilsaDavidson means
‘general’. The idea would be that basic ratiomaiq@ples are ones that subsume
narrower, non-basic principles, rather in the waat ta general logical principle like
modus ponensubsumes a more special principle of the form,dhdq thenr, p and
g, thereforer. But if ‘basic’ is understood in this way, them agent’s necessary
disposition to obey the basic rational principlesghrined in the Competence
Principle) would guarantee their disposition toyharrower, non-basic principles as
well. However, Davidson pretty clearly does naemd the Competence Principle to
guarantee obedience to non-basic principles. Hmds a bifurcation between those
rational principles adherence to which is concdptumandatory and those adherence
to which is not. So the interpretation in questioihink, should be rejected.

Davidson’s inclusion of “the basic principles oo’ (2004b, 195) in his
representative list of principles that he takebadundamental in his sense might
suggest a different line of interpretation. Foakiomatic and natural-deduction
treatments of deductive logic at least, a distorcts often made between primitive
and derived logical principles. Thus, in a natgadluction system of the
propositional calculus like E. J. Lemmon’s (1978small set of rules such a®dus
ponensandmodus tollengire taken as primitive, and other rules, for edamphat is
often referred to as ‘disjunctive syllogism’, avstjified in terms of them. However,
this proposed interpretation is rendered probleriatithe familiar fact that logic
recognizes no single canonical set of primitivegiples: the principles taken as
primitive within one logistic may be regarded asiviive within another. As

Wittgenstein taught us, considered in themselaegcal principles are all on a par:

107



no logical principle is really logically prior tag other (Wittgenstein 1961). Hence,
despite its seeming promise, the primitive/derigdedinction within logic is ill-suited
to ground the basic/non-basic distinction that Dawn desires.

In fact, there appears no satisfactory non-psydhoéb basis for the
distinction. But a psychological basis would appma of bounds for Davidson, or at
least problematic. It might seem natural to viesabasic those rational principles
which, as a matter of empirical fact, agents ursally possess a disposition to obey.
But given the role that the basic/non-basic distimcplays for him as part of a
constitutive constraint on the attitudes (thatighin the Competence Principle),
such a view would obviously be circufdr.Perhaps it would be open to Davidson to
hold that interpreters possess arpfiori) theory of which rational principles agents
are universally disposed to obey. However, thisigreatly—and perhaps
implausibly—increase the baggage with which Dauwdaould need to saddle
interpreters. Moreover, Davidson’s normativism Woemain indeterminate until a
list of such principles is provided; and it wouldpose upon the champion of this
view the seemingly difficult task of motivating threclusion of particular principles
in the list. But perhaps these are not decisiyeations. Accordingly, | shall
proceed on the assumption that Davidson constrasas kational principles along the
lines suggested.

Comparison to Other Charity Principles
A bit of comparison of Davidson’s Competence Hglecto his other charity

principles is in order. First, the Threshold andXimization Principles

2 The same point would apply to any attempt to diteawdistinction empirically, e.g., in terms of the
obviousness or non-obviousness of violations abnal principles as assessed by agent’s judgments
of them.
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fundamentally differ from the Competence Principl¢hat they constrain an agent’s
rational performance rather than their competemMdereover—and relatedly—on the
face of it the latter principle is logically indap#ent of the former. It seems
conceivable that an agent could possess a compgetigaicincludes all basic rational
principles without exhibiting much actual rationglbecause subject to massive
interferences with the exercise of the relevarpatgtions™> Again, it appearprima
facie conceivable that an agent’s rational performameadcbe sterling but simply
because they have had few occasions to engagertagonal competencies with
respect to basic principles (or even because nas#ierferences have actually
rectified the outcomes of those competencies!)D&adson’s introduction of a
Competence Principle represents a substantivei@adit his battery of normativist
principles.

A significant feature of Davidson’s Competence Eipte is that in contrast to
his other charity principles, it is non-holisticeharacter. Whereas the Threshold and
Maximization Principles constitute tests appliecGioagent’s attitudesn massethe
Competence Principle is a test of each individaibnal principle within an agent’s
rational competence. Consequently, the Competenneiple is vulnerable to
straightforward refutation by counterexample inaywhat its companions are not.
Whereas the latter readily brook individual deaas from rational norms so long as
a sufficiently high level of overall rationality maintained, the Competence Principle

bars even a single principle conflicting with basitional ones from entering into

13 Additionally, there is a question as to how muationality would necessarily be secured even by

perfect performance with respect to basic prinsiplEor even in that case, non-basic principleshinig
be massively violated, and there would appear asare why these violations could not outweigh the
exemplary performance with respect to basic priesip
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one’s rational competence. As will be seen, tigai@ent of subsequent chapters
exploits this vulnerability of the Competence Pihe by making vivid the
possibility of such deviant principles’ being inded in one’s rational competente.

It should also be mentioned that, although Davidsakes no explicit
mention of this, presumably, he intends the scdpleeoCompetence Principle to be
epistemic as well as more properly rational. Asgued in Chapter Two, rightly
understood, Davidsonian charity imposes on agentstraints as much concerning
proper epistemic function as rationality. Thesdssof normativity get, as it were,
rolled up into one big ball in Davidson’s accouhtle Threshold and Maximizing
Principles. So I think it is no great stretchriterpret Davidson’s Competence
Principle as requiring agents to embody competsneittecting basic

epistemological normS. At any rate, | shall proceed on the assumptian itrdoes.

1 There is some evidence that Daniel Dennett, liggifson, may accept a variety of Competence
Principle. Ed Stein, at least, views Dennett is tight (see Stein 1996, 116n14). Indeed, Dennett
maintains that intentional systems “must be supp¢séollow therulesof logic” if ascriptions of
attitudes to them are to afford any “predictive powt all” (1971, 95). Itis not altogether clear,
however, whether Dennett means that such rulesrabedded as dispositions in one’s rational
competence or merely that, as a statistical mattgmts must be supposed usually to observe them.
But if Stein is right in attributing a view like Dalson’s to Dennett, there remain important differes
between them. Dennett seems to adherehtdistic version of charity with respect to one’s reasoning
competence. For Dennett asserts, “not all theénifee rules of an actual Intentional system may be
valid . . .” (1971, 95). Nor is his point merehat such systems can dispense with non-basic
principles. For Davidson’s bifurcation of prinagslinto basic and non-basic appears lacking in
Dennett. In fact, Dennett even contemplates thesipdity of agents who lack such a seemingly basic
rule asmodus ponengt least in full generality) (1971, 95). RathBgnnett’s view seems to be that
charity dictates merely that agents possess a pdepance of valid inference rules. In effect, he
seems to advocate something like a Threshold Pitewiith respect to rational principles. (Cf. [@te
1996, 124-27] on this brand of charity.) This Hassignificant implication that Dennett’s versioh
normativism escapes that component of my argunfesulisequent chapters that levels at Davidson’s
non-holistic Competence Principle. However, ott@nponents of the argument touch Dennett's
version as much as Davidson’s.

'3 |n contrast to rational norms which appear to eononly propositional attitudes and actions and
the relations among them, epistemological norms treat of the proper relations of propositional
attitudes (especially beliefs) to other sorts ajrditive mental states (e.g., sensations) as wetl (a
perhaps also to the external world). On the reablang proposing, then, Davidson holds that agents
embodyceteris paribugegularities to link these items in ways corregpog to basic epistemological
norms.
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Argument for the Competence Principle
The interpretation of the Competence Principle@sichat reason does

Davidson give us to believe it? Well, his argum@®04b, 195-96), though a bit
obscure, on close inspection appears closely io@de with one recounted by
Stephen Stich. Stich writes,

It is part of what it is to be a belief with a givententional characterization,

part of the concept of such a belief, if you widl,interact with other beliefs in

a rational way—a way which more or less mirrorsléves of logic. This sort

of interaction with other beliefs is a conceptualcessary condition for

being the belief thatot-p or for being the belief that p, then g. Thus if a

belief fails to manifest the requisite interactionigh other beliefs, it just does

not count as the belief that not-p or the beliet thp, then g. (1990, 37)
Davidson, | think, essentially makes Stich’s argatnéHowever, his version
concerns not just beliefs but propositional at&sidhore widely. So it is not just
“laws of logic” that must be manifested but pridegof rationality generally—or,
rather, those that are “basic.” Moreover, one s@ede quite clear that manifesting
“the requisite interactions” be taken as a matteoonpetence rather than
performance if the argument is to be relevant $atly to establishing the
Competence Principt€.

The problem with this ‘argument’ is that, in the shglaring fashion, it simply
begs the question. There is the slightest coneépistance between saying that to
be an agent (a bearer of propositional attitudes)soattitudes must be disposed to
interact according to basic rational norms (the @et@ance Principle) and saying that

to be a token-propositional attitude requires beisposed to interact according to

basic rational norms. Anyone who harbors doubtaithe former will harbor

16 Although Davidson, of course, sees a high leveivafrall performance as requisite too.
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doubts about the latter as well. So, | conclude,Gompetence Principle remains

unsupported.

Compartment Principle
According to the Competence Principle, divergericas basic rational

principles must be viewed as performance errotsbatable to factors interfering
with an inherently rational competence. This e question what interfering
factors might give rise to such performance errdéxsfirst sight, one would think

that all sorts of factors, both purely physical amehtal, might, in principle, do so.
But, remarkably, there is some evidence that Davidgishes to locate the source of
such performance errors exclusively on the men#adgy more specifically, in the
influence of one mental compartment upon anotlser, ultimately, Davidson appears
to envision aefinementof the Competence Principle along the followingeh: A
compartment of the mind embodies a capacity or aemee for deploying
propositional attitudes in accordance with basacdards of ideal rationality unless
subjected to external interference by another nheotapartment, resulting in
performance error. When an agent exhibits irraiomental processes, then,
Davidson sees this as due to the influence of cergtathcompartment or competence
upon another (as opposed to, say, the influentieechigent’s purely physico-
chemical states). Let us call the resulting chigmitnciple theCompartment

Principle.

The Textual Context of the Principle
Davidson’s most sustained treatment of mental cotmgantalization appears

in his “Paradoxes of Irrationality” (2004c). IngHdifficult article, Davidson’s

purpose is twofold: to resolve certain paradoxeseaated with irrationality and, in
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the course of doing so, to defend certain key thes&reudian psychoanalysis as
conceptually required by an adequate account ofajoekinds of) irrationality. These
include the claims, (1), that the mind includes isertependent structures containing
propositional attitudes and memories, (2), thatdbretents of parts of the mind can
combine, as in intentional action, to cause eveiittsn the mind and without, and,
(3), that some of the interactions among partsbeaseen on the model of physical
causation (2004c, 170-72).

The first paradox Davidson identifies springs frtima way we describe and
explain propositional attitudes. An element ofaality seems to be built into our
very descriptions of propositional attitudes arel féct that we explain them in
rationalizing terms. For example, to use Davidsalfustration, Roger’s intention “to
pass an examination by memorizing the Koran . ustrbe explained by his desire to
pass the examination and his belief that by menmgithe Koran he will enhance his
chances of passing the examination” (2004c, 16! ce fitting attitudes “into a
rational pattern” through rationalizing explanagas inseparable from the attitudes,
it can seem puzzling how irrationality can exisaki{2004c, 169-70).

This first paradox is, | think, easily dissolvelh the first place, Davidson’s
claim that the very descriptions of the attitudeplicates them in rationalizing
explanation is made to seem plausible only by hesry-picking examples, such as
Roger’s complex instrumental intention. A descaptof a simple attitude like the
belief that the earth is round, by contrast, invay seems necessarily to call for a
rationalizing explanation. Moreover, even if ra@dizing explanationvere

inseparable from the attitudes, one easily seesittationality would be still be
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possible. For a demand for explanation by reasangd not be tantamount to a
demand for explanation lgoodreasons. A belief, for example, can be held for a
reason (i.e., on the basis of other beliefs ondd)diut still count as irrational
because fallaciously inferred from those otherdfgli

Davidson’s manner of dissolving this paradox, hosveis rather different,
perhaps because of his focus on certain kindsatfonality in this article, namely,
akrasiaand wishful thinking. Adapting a case considdygdrreud, Davidson
describes an akratic man who while walking in taekpremoves a branch from his
path , but later, thinking it a danger to passeislifie hedge into which he has tossed
it, returns to the park to replace it, even thobglrealizes that he has motives not to
return—the time and trouble involved—which outwelgh concern for the safety of
passersby (2004c, 172-74). Moreover, Davidsonriesca case of wishful thinking
where a “young man very much wishes he had a welled calf and this leads him to
believe he has a well-turned calf,” where “the enéixplanation of his holding the
belief is that he wanted to believe it” (2004c, 17Bavidson asserts that in such
cases of irrationality there is a mental state thaises the relevant action or
propositional attitude without serving as a rea®ont. Thus, in the case of wishful
thinking, “a desire causes a belief. But the judghthat a state of affairs is, or
would be, desirable, is not a reason to believeithexists” (2004c, 179)’

This introduction of non-reason mental causestimoaccount of irrationality
brings in its train an appeal to mental compart@lerdtion. For rather inscrutable

reasons, Davidson finds such causes problemagpparently, the only way

" There might be some room for debate about thimnt8d, a desire is not a theoretical reason for a
belief, but the view that there can be practicaboms for beliefs is not without its defenders.
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Davidson can conceive of such non-reason mentaktian is when cause and effect
are segregated in different minds, or at leasecbfit mental compartments. As
Davidson notes, non-reason mental causation betm@®s appears unproblematic.
Thus, for example, my wish for you to enter my gardnay lead me to “grow a
beautiful flower there,” which may, in turn, entigeu to enter (2004c, 181).
Moreover, what applies in the case of such sontafactions, Davidson holds, can
apply to a single person as well. Indeed, Davidsotes, “if we are going to explain
irrationality at all, it seems we must assume thatmind can be partitioned into
guasi-independent structures that interact .(2004c, 181).

Thus, in (2004c) Davidson seems to have arrived@mpartment
Principle—or something close to one: an agentaional mental processes are due
to the influence of one mental compartment uporitero So Davidson takes himself
by this route to have vindicated, among other thjiige coherence of Freud’s appeal
to mental compartments. Far from incoherent, sochpartments are required to

explain (a form of) irrationality®

18 A point that is easily missed is that the influené@ne compartment upon another as required by
the Compartment Principle in instances of irratlitpas not to be conceived of as direct intentibna
action. In a case of self-deception, for examhle,intention in Compartmenthat there should be a
belief thatp in Compartmentdoes not cause that belief directly in the mamfidrasic actions, as my
intention to raise my arm causes my arm to raikather, as in Davidson’s analogy of enticing
someone into one’s garden with a beautiful flowles,intention produces the effect indirectly: “What
is essential [to the analogy] is that certain thdsgnd feelings of the person be conceived as
interacting to produce consequences on the prigeipl intentional actions, these consequences then
serving as causes, but not reasons, for furthetahewents” (2004c, 185). Thus, the picture is the
following: Compartmenacts so as to produce consequeri@@sich, in turn, produce a belief, say, in
Compartment

There is much puzzling about this picture, howevdrst, one might wonder why Davidson should
insist upon it, as opposed to direct action. éf itteraction were direct, though, perhaps one avbel
tempted to say that the intention in Compartmishin fact, a reason for the belief in Compartraent
which runs counter to Davidson’s insistence thatances of irrationality involve non-reason mental
causes. Or would such direct interaction be inistest with Compartmepand Compartmepbeing
separate compartments? In any case, it is ineljtizdd to imagine a mental compartment conniving
through means-end reasoning to produce physicaecpences in order, ultimately, to induce an
effect in some other mental compartment! Davidéanyever, writes that we should not “speak of
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Unclear, however, is whether Davidson intends tmagartmental model to
apply toall irrationality. In (2004c), Davidson stops shdrcommitting to this. In
the later article, (2004b), however, he comes cltsan unqualified assertion of the
Compartment Principle. There he writes, “Whatasded to explain irrationality is a
mental cause of an attitude, but where the causetia reason for the attitude it
explains” (2004b, 190); and he appears to asség gaenerally, “it is only by
postulating a kind of compartmentalization of thiednthat we can understand, and
begin to explain, irrationality” (2004b, 198). All events, in assessing Davidsonian
charity, | feel the textual evidence justifies cdesing the plausibility of the
Compartment Principle, along with that of otherralygrinciples to which Davidson
subscribes.

Critical Discussion
But Davidson’s derivation of the Compartment Priteiitself requires some

critical discussion. An appeal to non-reason mea#ases is problematic for at least
two reasons. First, it is not obvious how muchtignality they are implicated in.
Davidson cites wishful thinking arakrasiaas involving such causes (see p. 114
above), and there is some plausibility in regardimghful thinking, perhaps even as a
matter of conceptual necessity, as involving the-radionalizing causal influence of
a wish in the formation of a belief. That non-@asental causes are implicated in
akrasig however, is far from obvious. Granted, Davidsomwn account odikrasia

finds a place for such causes, in the influenadh®imental states of one compartment

parts of the mind as independent agents” (2004s). 18 is unclear, though, how Davidson’s picture
avoids characterizing parts as agents. Perhapgeeppearances, Davidson should actually be taken
as holding that the intentions of Compartmelat not really produce consequen&=%n the

principles of intentional action” but, rather, migras ordinary causal consequences, which, in turn
produce mental states in Compartmerithis may be the most charitable reading.
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upon another. But there appears nothing in the e@ncept obikrasiathat dictates
such an account. Indeed, other philosophers pecatdounts that dispense with any
necessary role for non-reason mental catis&f course, even less obvious is that
forms of irrationality consisting of making inferes according to patterns that
deviate from canonical logical principles must ieonon-reason mental causes. On
their face, they seem to involve causes that axgores—ones, however, that just
happen to be bad reasons. Moreover, there isffieully of seeing why non-reason
mental causes must operatzossmental compartments and not within them. As
noted, Davidson’s suggestions to that effect aszte. Without clear and

compelling argument, there seems little reasor¢oBavidson’s proposal that

19 George Rey’s account akrasia for example, is based on a distinction he draetséen central

and avowed attitudes (Rey 1988). According to R@ag, possesses two distinct sets of attitudessone’
central beliefs and preferences, which “enter instances of practical reasoning which largely
determine one’s acts,” and one’s avowed beliefspaaterences, which underlie one’s sincere
assertions (Rey 1997, 294). Itis the capacityfscrepancies to arise between these two sets of
attitudes that is foundational for Rey’s accourftaloasia

Rey gives the following concise descriptionagfasia “Akrasiaoccurs when someone avows all the
relevant preferences, avows one to be higher tanther; but still centrally values the other otrer
one” (1988, 282). The akratic’s situation, theppears to be this: she has avowed preferencesdP1 an
P2, and an avowed belief that P1 is of greater lwte¢lgan P2. Moreover, she simultaneously has
central preferences P1* and P2*, with the sameertdras P1 and P2, respectively, but such that$2* i
of greater weight than P1*.

An example will make things more vivid. Supposdratividual confronts a choice at a social
function between either sticking to his vegetapainciples (but going hungry) or giving in to his
hunger and partaking of a meal containing meatowedly seeing reasons supporting either option,
he may avowedly believe that on balance the reasbith support sticking to his principles are
greater. Yet he may find himself choosing to eatause he centrally assigns greater weight of nsaso
to that option.

What is of interest in Rey’s account in the presemitext is that it dispenses with non-reason ntenta
causes in explaining akratic acts. On his accauth acts are completely explained by the central
beliefs and preferences which rationalize theme @ight object that little is gained by way of
criticizing Davidson’s attempted derivation of ar@martment Principle by this observation, since Rey
himself finds it necessary to appeal to a kindavhpartmentalization to account fakrasig namely,

that among avowed and central attitudes. On clospection, however, his accountalrasiais seen

to run counter to the Compartment Principle. fough it adverts to compartments, it makes no
appeal to the interfering influence of one comparitron the other, which the Compartment Principle
demands in cases of irrationality.

117



irrationality involves compartmental interactionrasre than an empirical hypothesis,
not as the conceptual requirement that Davidsanlgleakes it to be.

However, Davidson does not posit compartments\sotebrder to
accommodate the supposed element of non-reasomincansation in irrationality.
At points, he lays stress on how irrationality aaolve a subject’s entertaining
logically inconsistent beliefs. Thus, in “Deceptiand Division,” Davidson’s
account of self-deception involves attributing teudject simultaneously the belief
thatp and the belief that nqt (2004a, 208). But Davidson holds that such
inconsistent beliefs must belong to distinct mentahpartments: “we must accept
the idea that there can be boundaries betweengfatte mind; | postulate such a
boundary somewhere between any (obviously) comfgdbeliefs” (2004a, 211).

Note, however, that even if such boundaries aressezy in cases of crass
inconsistency, this is still not enough to yiel@ampartment Principle, since there is
no suggestion that all irrationality involves swhss inconsistencié8. So this
alternate route to compartments also fails to yée@ompartment Principfeé. An
additional difficulty with Davidson’s proposal—ofsart familiar by now—is that it
relies on making a bifurcation between obvious aoid-obvious inconsistencies.
Davidson plainly does not intend it to apply ordybeliefs whose contents are in

formal contradiction, so he owes an account of tihieliefs are obviously

2 The premises might also be questioned that it & riori fact that the belief that and the belief
that notp cannot belong to the same mental compartment.

2Lt is worth noting that self-deception, to theanitthat it involves crass inconsistency, consiu
form of irrationality that also involves non-reasmental causes. For as Davidson points out, in
central cases of self-deception the belief thaipristitself causally implicated in engendering tleew
belief thatp. But, of course, the fact that nots not areasonto believe its contradictony (2004a,
208-09).
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inconsistent. But it is implausible that he caawdthis distinction with the meager
resources of his (apparently) purelyrmativebased interpretativisff.

It is also worth noting ways in which the appe&atbmpartments may
ultimately be problematic for normativists. In thst place, it is by no means clear
that Davidson’s detailed account of attributione(pe 64ff. above) applies without
modification to a compartmentalized mind, or if nehether and how Davidson can
modify it so that it does. Central to Davidsoncsaunt is that it intimately weds
attribution of an agent’s propositional attitudagwinterpretation of their language.
What Davidson offers is “a combined theory of magrand belief” and desire
(2004e, 156), on which attribution depends on olzd®#e evidence about whether an
“agent prefers one sentence true rather than ari¢2@4e, 158). It is only to the
extent that attitudes rationally and causally cbadisuch preferences (and their
overt expression) that renders them susceptibéetobution?® Hence, attitudes
which have no direct rational and causal bearingroagent’s verbal behavior seem
to fall out of the scope of Davidson’s account.essence, then,ajppearsthat
Davidson’s account cannot straightforwardly accomate unconscious attitudes.
But, leaving to one side such phenomena as MulBglsonality Disorder,
compartments of the sort Davidson contemplates avbelaphasic, and their contents
unconscious. Davidson’s account seems unableotingrattribution of such

contents. Now this difficulty might seem to lapgleere, as in Freudian theory,

22 Cf. the discussion above (p. 106) concerning ffigaty Davidson confronts in distinguishing
between basic and non-basic principles of ratityali

% Thus, Davidson writes, “. . . the preferring tafesentences by an agent is . . . clearly a funatio
what the agent takes the sentences to mean, the falsets on various possible or actual statéeeof
world, and the probability he attaches to thostestaontingent on the truth of the relevant ser@snc
So it is not absurd to think that all three attéaaf the agent can be constructed on the bastie of
agent’s preferences among sentences” (2004e, 168-59
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contents are—at least in significant measucepableof becoming conscious. To
the extent these contents become conscious, thetypically acquire the sort of
connection to linguistic behavior that on Davidsoatcount permits their attribution.
However, it will be noted, to the extent they beeotonscious, they are no longer to
be reckoned to unconscious compartments. At Bestidson’s account seems to
allow their attributiorgua conscious. While they are unconscious, for allidson’s
account is concerned, it is as if they do not ex&t Davidson’s account, if it is to
accommodate compartments of the very sort Davitisoself wishes to allow for,
appears in need of substantial supplementation.

In the second place: As Davidson observes, cefidams of irrationality seem
to involve attributing crass inconsistencies tagent. Davidson, like many non-
normativists, reaches for the expedient in sucksas$ quarantining inconsistent
beliefs in separate compartments. However, ifibigon of contradictory beliefs
within a single compartment offends against Daundsaormativist intuitions, it is
far from obvious that the introduction of multipteental compartments to
accommodate them readily comports with those samméions either. Now in light
of the introduction of compartments, one might kitimat Davidson intends his earlier
enunciated charity principles (such as the Maxitmreand Threshold Principles) to
be applied to compartments individually: compartteesinould be treated as isolated
spheres within which individually truth and coherershould be maximized, etc.
However, that is not Davidson’s view. Maximizatiand Threshold Principles

remain in effect as global constraints on the nais@ wholé? But as Davidson

4 By the same token, it is presumably Davidson’sritibn that the Competence Principle also be
thought of as applying to the entire cognitive eyt Thus, to fulfill this requirement, it will not
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himself notes, the Maximization Principle enjoiegking a unified, consistent
interpretation of an agent insofar as possibletoSbe extent that partitioning
accommodates inconsistences, it might seem toounter to charity’s imperative to
minimize them (2004c, 182-84).

The potential conflict between compartmentalizatoad charity is
particularly keenly grasped by Christopher Cherniak | pointed out earlier,
Cherniak and Davidson share a broadly normatiwibok, and they agree in
according a place to compartmentalization in tpatures of the mind. But whereas
the route Davidson takes to acknowledging mentadpaotments is through the
existence of irrational phenomena, Cherniak pdsés on the basis of more
mundane facts about the structure of memory. Ghlesees it as a non-contingent
feature of our commonsense picture of the minditleintains distinct memory
storages, along the lines suggested by cognitiyehmsogical models which
distinguish between short-term and long-term menid®36, 54-56). Moreover, that
commonsense picture further compartmentalizes teng-memory in that it
“assumes an organization of long-term memory, baedetermines the pattern of a
search for an item . . .” (1986, 58).Cherniak holds, further, that once this pictsre i
taken into account, one will not be tempted—as @uiearly was in formulating his
principle of charity—to deny that minds can entertzbvious logical inconsistencies

(1986, 56). Such compartmentalization makes igtble the possibility of abundant

suffice for individual compartments to appear tdeny rational competences only when viewed in
isolation. Rather, they must be seen to do saagtie backdrop of the entire cognitive system of
which they are a part. Generally, my arguments@gaormativism in succeeding chapters will be
directed against versions which, like Davidsoré&etthe whole cognitive system, not individual
compartments, as the unit to which charity starslagply (nonocentrimormativism). However, at
points | consider the prospects for arguing agaipstlycentricnormativism.

% Cherniak notes that cognitive-psychological themgtemplates the possibility that both ‘working’
(i.e., short-term) memory and long-term memory niayact, be multiple (1986, 53).
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inconsistency: “Logical relations between beligfglifferent ‘compartments’ are less
likely to be recognized than relations among beligithin one compartment, because
in the former case the relevant beliefs are léstylito be contemporaneously
activated, and . . . it is only when they are at®d together that such relations can be
determined” (1986, 67F
But, like Davidson, Cherniak recognizes a tensietween the possibility of
abundant inconsistency that compartmentalizatimesaand holistic charity
constraints. Essentially, the problem is that Sachnsistency can potentially clash
with the Threshold Principl€. He writes,
The cost of compartmentalization is some isolatibsubsets of the belief
system from each other, and the resulting lackigfraction can fragment the
total system. The contents of long-term memorysaigect to less stringent
rationality requirements than the contents of skemh memory, but they are
not permitted unlimited irrationality. Only a batse of compartmentalization
of long-term memory enables a complete cognitistesy to qualify as
minimally rational. (1986, 68§
Too much compartmentalization, because of the dtetnnconsistency and

irrationality that it introduces, must be ruled .odtis potential clash between

compartmentalization and charity will loom largenry argument of the next chapter.

% Worth noting is that, unlike Davidson, Chernialpagently does not rule out the possibility of
obvious consistency within a single compartmerath@r, he merely stresses how
compartmentalization increases the likelihood obimsistencies.

27 Although, of course, Cherniak, with his moderatenmativism, sets the threshold of requisite
rationality lower than does Davidson.

% |n—and around—the quoted passage, Cherniak isecoad to make at least two distinct, though
related, points: (1) that too much compartmenttibretends to conflict with charity requirementada
(2) too much compartmentalization threatens theekegf integration required for personhood. The
latter point concerns the possibilities of causgdiiactions among one’s propositional attitudethera
than their logical relationger se Accordingly, | think it more properly falls undthe heading of
humanity than that of charity.

122



Mental Modularity
In general, my argument of the next chapter wigjgest that, in various ways,

mental compartments, specifically, in the form syghologicaimodules pose
problems for Davidsonian charity. So it is appraja that | set out the relevant sense
of ‘module’ on which my argument relies and clatiigw such modules relate to the

compartments that Davidson (and Cherniak) discuss.

The Notion of a Module
With respect to the divisibility of mind, the pbdlophical tradition has itself

been somewhat ‘schizophrenic’. On the one hanithgaphers like Plato and
Descartes have often insisted on the simplicitthefmind, especially when doing so
has seemed a way to establish the immortality@fthul. But, on the other hand, in
thePhaedrusand elsewhere Plato himself famously presentipartite division of
the mind or soul into rational, spirited, and ingué elements (Plato 1961).
Psychologists, by contrast, in recent years at,lease been fairly ‘unanimous’ in
recognizing the mind’s divisibility on one or anettbasis. A number of pathological
phenomena—including multiple personality disordgijt-brain phenomena, and
blindsight, to name a few—seem to call into questlee picture of the mind as a
unified sphere of consciousness, at least in abalocases. But psychologists have
found it expedient to see the normal mind too asisting of parts, and many of their
specific proposals in recent years have employechtition of a module.

Gabriel Segal (1996) provides a taxonomy of vagiconceptions of modules
present in the literature which, he believes, “haymod chance of being genuine
psychological natural kinds” (1996, 141); and prapary to defending a thesis of

“massive mental modularity”—the view that “the mioansists entirely of distinct
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components, each of which has some specific jalmtim the functioning of the
whole” (Carruther 2006, 2)—Peter Carruthers anayzgrent conceptions of
modules in great detail. Of course, to the extieaitt the mind is universally
acknowledged to possess various faculties, theaesense in which it is
uncontroversial that the mind consists of partsit tBe notion of a module, as both
Segal and Carruthers make clear, is more robustttizd of a mere faculty. Rather,
they are theoretical entities posited in orderdooant for psychological faculties or
capacities (Segal 1996, 141). Moreover, there sesgreement that individual
representations (or arbitrary sets of such reptasens) do not count as modules (cf.
Carruthers 1996, 3).

Segal, in his classification, makes a basic diom between synchronic and
diachronic modules. But since diachronic modutesssence merely seem to amount
to a kind of higher-order module—modules for thguasition over time of
synchronic modules—I shall focus mainly on the @& of synchronic modules,
that is, modules that underly capacities that @reaxercise at some particular
time?® Among these, Segal identifies the following kin@§ intentional modules,

(2) computational modules, (3) Fodor modules, @)adéural modules. Segal
describes an intentional module as “a specific bafdysychological states” that

underlies a competence and cites as examples ¢helin unconsciodSand

# gegal’s characterizes a synchronic module geyeaalta component of the mind, or brain, a
mechanism, a system or some such that explairt®fapetence” (1996, 142).
30 Smith (1999, 120) distinguishes different sensashich Freud uses ‘unconscious’:

... Freud uses the term ‘unconscious’ in sewgegls. Sometimes the term is used to
designate a functional system of the mind contgimrental representations that are
unconscious but not preconscious (and possessatigs irrational characteristics . . .).

.. . At other times Freud uses ‘unconscious’ toade all of those mental items that are not
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Chomsky’s view that our linguistic competence cstssin part in our tacit
knowledge of linguistic rules (1996, 143).

But the stark differences between Freudian undons@nd Chomskyan
linguistic competence suggest that two sorts afghiare perhaps run together in
Segal’s notion of an intentional moddfe Accordingly, it may be worthwhile to
attempt to achieve some clarity about what thoseswrts of things might be. An
issue is what bodies of psychological states amnin® count as intentional modules.
Segal hints that they need to be “appropriatelgteel” in some way, but he is vague
as to what relation is constitutive. With respgecChomsky, Segal stresses the
thematic, conceptual relations shared by the iteinisguistic knowledge that for
Chomsky underly our linguistic competence: “The \kieslge concerns a self-
contained array of interrelated concepts (PhrasenNVerb, Anaphor, Quantifier,
etc.) that fit together some what in the mannex s€ientific theory . . .” (1996, 143).

But Segal is aware that some other basis of urigda to be employed to
effectively carve out the notion of intentional nubeltowards which he is striving.
He maintains that “Mere knowledge of a theory idikily to be a psychologically
interesting category” (1996, 143). That is, the sbthematic coherence
characteristic of a theory (as holds in the casghlaimskyan linguistic competence)

is not sufficient for being an intentional modul&ccordingly, using Fodor’s

consciously represented . . . . Finally, Freudetimres describes as ‘unconscious’ all mental
items under neuroscientific description . . . .

Apparently, it is something like the first sensattBegal has in mind in maintaining that the Frandi
unconscious counts as an intentional module. Myment of subsequent chapters, however, will
involve describing modules that, though workinghnstates belonging to the Freudian unconscious, in
fact, constitute what | subsequently term ‘proaggsnodules’ (see p. 127 below).

%1 |n a footnote, Segal acknowledges that he providely a very quick first sketch of intentional
modularity” and that “If one or more genuine psyldgical natural kinds fall under the concept then a
lot of work remains to be done articulating it” @8 157n2).
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terminology, Segal attempts to fill the breach witk requirement that the relevant
body of psychological states exhibit either ‘infatmnal encapsulation’ or ‘limited
accessibility’ vis-a-vis the contents of rest of thind (but especially consciousness).
Thus, for example, Chomsky’s tacit linguistic the@ inaccessible to consciousness.
Segal, then, stipulates that an intentional moduta set of appropriately related
psychological states” which “exhibits either infational encapsulation or limited
accessibility” (1996, 143).

But the only sort of appropriate relation Segal biasmched is the thematic
one. This, however, is lacking in the Freudiarecé&sr Freudian theory permits quite
various contents to be consigned to the unconsciSosall Segal really has to hold
together the category of intentional modules isrib&on of an encapsulated or
inaccessible set of psychological states. Doessihfifice to capture an interesting
category of module? 1don’t know. But, in anyedhe differences between
Freudian unconscious and Chomskyean linguistic eemgze seem sufficiently great
to—at the very least—represent instances of dissipecies of module, whether or
not they fall under a common genus which Segal ddekignate ‘intentional
module’.

Thus, Carruthers cites R. Samuels (1998) as a peyp@f what the latter
terms ‘informational modules’. These are “orgadibodies of innate information”
in specific domains which can be drawn upon asrimal performs the tasks related
to given domains (Carruthers 2006, 32). The soritentional module represented
by Chomskyean linguistic competence appears iesaskntials to coincide with

Samuels’informational modules. The Freudian uncious, by contrast, would
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clearly not count as an informational module. @drse, there is the obvious point
that the Freudian unconscious contains affectivedmsiderative mental states
besides ones aptly called ‘informational’. But thek of thematic unity, again, is the
decisive difference. Accordingly, | propose tol thé species of intentional module
represented by the Freudian unconscious ‘a nondtiemodule’. There would
seem to be nothing particularly abstruse about sumtiules. Indeed, any sort of
memory storage that can receive disparate contemikl also count as such.

Both informational and non-thematic modules contwath Segal’s category
of ‘computational modules’. These are processdrishvperform some specific
mental function by operating on physical repreg@ra in a language of thought
(1996, 143-45). So, for example, psychologicabtlsts have posited computational
modules corresponding to such mental functionsiadmeading, language-
processing, and reasoning in various domains.hAséame makes plain, the
conception presupposes the computationalist viethefmetaphysics of mind, which
both Segal and Carruthers are concerned to detén8dgal 1996, 148-49;
Carruthers 2006). But Carruthers is careful tovalthe possibility of processors
which operate along non-computational, connecttdimes (2006, 45n23). Hence, it
seems sensible to acknowledge a genus of procassidgles under which one can
distinguish both computational and non-computatiomadules as species.

Segal identifies Fodor modules as a species of atatipnal module, one that
possesses a number of specific properties: “(1) &omspecificity (2) Informational
encapsulation (3) Obligatory firing (4) Fast spégdShallow outputs (6) Limited

inaccessibility §ic] (7) Characteristic ontogeny (8) Dedicated nearahitecture (9)
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Characteristic patterns of breakdown” (1996, 14=)dor’s inclusion of several of
these properties (such as fast speed and shalltmutsyis explained by his exclusive
focus on input-output systems like the early visystem. But Segal envisions the
possibility of non-Fodorian computational moduldsieh dispense with some of
these properties. Moreover, Carruthers, in theexdrof defending his thesis of
“massive mental modularity,” explicitly developsation of computational module
considerably weaker than that of a Fodorian modHle.argues that if that thesis is to
be remotely plausible several of the Fodorian negpénts must be excluded. Thus,
for example, if modules are to account, not jusioerception, but for central
processes of belief-fixation, desire-formation, ahehning, then modules must be
allowed to deliver deep, conceptual outputs, nathgeshallow ones.

There remains the neural module, which Segal de=st@as “a functional
component of the brain, describable in purely niegioal terms” that subserves
some particular cognitive capacity (1996, 145)iscDssions of modularity take place
fairly universally against the background of anuasgtion of physicalism. So
proponents of modules will hold that modules aneralkty realized in some fashidh.
Neural modularity, however, is the view that they ®e mapped onto specific
neurological systems, where those systems areithidited in terms proper to
neurophysiology, instead of being realized by glébatures of the brain. Although

the issue whether modules are realized by neurdlutas is an important empirical

32|t is worth noting, however, that there seems Indi@us conceptual bar to entertaining the
possibility of modules, both intentional and praieg, that are non-physical.
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guestion, it is a bit remote from the—more concapttconcerns of the present
project. So | shall ignore the issue of neural ulaxity in the sequet’
My discussion, then, yields the following classafiion of types of modules:
1. Processing
1.1 Computational
1.1.2 Fodorian
1.1.3 Non-Fodorian
1.2 Non-computational
2. Non-Processing (‘intentional’)

2.1 Thematic (‘informational’)
2.2 Non-thematic

Davidsonian Compartments as Modules
Where, if anywhere, might Davidson’s compartmeittsfthis classification?

Well, as Davidson himself notes, he characteripespartments at a highly abstract
level: “In particular,” he writes, he “has nothitmsay about the number or nature of
divisions of the mind, their permanence or aetiglq@004c, 186n6). Nonetheless,
his account is not so indefinite as to allow somectusions to be drawn. First, his
compartments have at leastannectionwith with intentional modules, specific
bodies of psychological staf8shat exhibit informational encapsulation (and tiexi

accessibility). Indeed, their very raisé@étre within Davidson’s account of

3 As noted above, | shall also ignore the diachromiedule-forming modules. But Chomsky’s LAD,
short for ‘Language Acquisition Device’, can seagan example of such. This is a postulated innate
system which in response to environmental stimmaddgally issues in a developed linguistic
competence (for Chomsky, an intentional module)general, the synchronic modules which a
diachronic module outputs can be either processiodules or purely intentional ones.

% Not that these bodies of psychological states Ishinei thought of as mesetsof states, constituted
extensionally. For Davidson plainly allows compaents to persist over time despite changing their
contents. (Indeed, the same holds for all vasetfemodules. Even the contents comprised by
informational modules can in principle be acquigeddually, grow, and otherwise develop.)
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irrationality is to allow for the segregation (thatthe causal-functional isolation) of
mental contents from other mental contéfts.

But it would be quite a stretch tdentify Davidson’s compartments with
intentional modules. Davidson plainly sees theraamdaining, not just beliefs, but
desires and intentions as well. Moreover, Davidsoompartments are not mere
collections of information (or other mental stafes are intentional modules.
Rather, among other things, they are meant todrgarin which mental processes
take place, in which beliefs and desires “can compbas in intentional action, to
cause further events in the mind or outside itO4f) 171). So, to this extent, they
appear to amount to a kind of processing modfulBut processing modularity, as it
appears in Fodor and Carruthers, for example, appézsely tied to the execution of
particular cognitive functions: a processing modsla component of the mind that
“has some specific job to do in the functioningled whole” (Carruthers 2006, 2),
whether it be mind-reading, language-processingeasoning’ However, this tie to

particular functions is absent from Davidson’s euterization of his compartments.

% There are limits, however, to the amount of enatti®n that Davidson is prepared to permit.

Given Davidson'’s content-holism, he is committedhddding that to the extent that different
compartments contain mental states whose contkate sonceptual components, those compartments
must significantly overlap. Thus, he writes, “Wwald not necessarily think of the boundaries
[between compartments] as defining permanent aparage territories. Contradictory beliefs about
passing a test must each belong to a vast andddenetwork of beliefs about tests and related
matters if they are to be contradictory” (2004al)21But this does not impact the tie between
Davidsonian compartments and intentional modutasSegal’s notion allows for partial encapsulation
(or inaccessibility).

% It should be noted that the mere fact that Davitsscompartments appear agentive in character
would not preclude them from counting as processingules. Carruthers (2006), e.g., in his
envisioned architecture postulates practical-reagomodules which, taking beliefs and desires as
inputs, issue intentions as outputs.

3" For those like Carruthers who embed modularithacontext of evolutionary psychology, the
function of a module would largely seem to be dateed by its contribution to biological fitness.
However, Carruthers and others recognize a categfdearned modules (contrasting with innate ones)
which are acquired in the course of learning paldicskills, e.g., motor skills (2006, 10n6). The
functions of such modules, whose possession chigbéy contingent and variable, might, it appears,
need to be identified along other than evolutioramgs.
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Granted, as a class they serve an explanatoryaiolem in accounting for
irrationality, but it would be odd to regard ths @unctiorny and even if it were,
Davidson by no means limits their operation soowly. In fact, for all Davidson
says about the matter, they might exhibit just alaoy cognitive function or
functions®® Again, Davidson at points seems somewhat inclinaégard his
compartments as temporary. Though, as noted 004 Davidson remains neutral
about whether they are permanent or not, in (20bdasserts, “We should not
necessarily think of the boundaries [between inisbast beliefs] as defining
permanent and separate territories” (211). Whateigereason for holding this, if the
compartmentgare temporary this would be a respect in which théfedfrom the
relatively permanent sort of processing module Buator and Carruthers envision.
Nonetheless, in terms of the typology set out apoverall they most closely

resemble processing modules.

General Structure of My Argument
Having clarified the notion of modularity that wilgure in my argument

against normativism, | now set forth the genenalctire of that argument. The aim
is to envision minds that do not hew to Davidsddsnpetence, Threshold, or
Compartment Principles. So | describe parts ofdsiimodules, that evidently
embody irrational competences, thereby conflictidign the Competence Principle.
Moreover, since these modules diverge from stasdairdieal rationality in virtue of

their normal operations and not through the extenflaence of some other mental

% Indeed, as Davidson describes them, they apptriaomuncular. It seems that potentially they
might incorporate all or most of the functionaldf/the whole person. In this regard, a comparizon

his compartments to the distinct personalities ived in Multiple Personality Disorder might not be

inapt, at least if those personalities be thouglaiscsubsisting simultaneously.
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compartment, they also violate the Compartmentdiyie. But, further, these
modules (or collections of them) can be envisioagdubsisting in a mind prior to its
full development, either ontogenetically or phyloggcally, in such a way as to
largely exhaust its capacities for propositionalutht and reasoning. In such a mind,
irrational processes would clearly predominate amelefore, the mind itself would
violate the Threshold Principfé. The conceivability—indeed the scientific
possibility—of the hypotheses | adduce, then, sstggine untenability of those

principles.

Forestalling Objections
Before setting forth my argument in detail, howevevish to forestall certain

objections that might suggest themselves at theebuSpecifically, for various
reasons, one might argue that the sorts of moduslesll describe escape the intended
sphere of application of normativist constraintd #mat, therefore, they cannot be

legitimately adduced as violations of those comstsa That is, a type of counter-

39 Some word of explanation of why the argument iscbed specifically in terms of modules are in
order. For in principle there would seem no (obgjoconceptual bar to envisioning a competence
lodged, not in a module, but in the more holistindtion of a mind. If that competence were
irrational, it would violate the Competence Pririejpf course, and the Compartment Principle
(because if the divergence from rationality is dio¢ to performance errarfortiori it is not due to
performance error induced by an interfering compartt). But for several reasons it appears
preferable to make the argument specifically imeof modules. First, as a matter of empirical, fac
it is more likely that sucheteris paribugegularities as constitute psychological competsveill be
found in subsystems of the mind, like modules, tinaiie mind’s more holistic operation. As Georges
Rey observes—with respect to intentional actiontbe point generalizes—"Ordinary human
behavior is arguably the result of interaction amarmultitude of probably quasi-independent
subsystems of the mind . . . and where there is samplex interaction, one seldom expects there to
be any clear, scientifically respectaldavs at least not at the level of the interaction.e Tdws

concern regularities about teabsystems. .” (2001, 111). Second, and relatedly, thersfic
hypotheses about irrational competences—or at thasnhost plausible versions of them—which lend
themselves to employment in my argument are fortadla terms of parts of the mind, in terms of
modules. Third, although irrational competencefgéa in holistic mental function could be used to
argue against Competence and Compartment Princthkgwould not serve as readily to argue
against the Threshold Principle. For that argundepiends on the detachability of competences, a
feature that competences based in modules cangspsgeereas ones based in holistic mental function
cannot. The dissociability thaan attach to modules forms a key element, then, irargument
against the Threshold Principle.

132



argument can be mounted which has the followinnfddormativists constraints
apply only to mental processes which possess pyoPemental processes within
modules do not posseBstherefore, normativist constraints do not applytem.
There are several properties which with some impliausibility might be selected for
substitution into this schema: It might be held th@amativist constraints apply only
to mental processes with propositional contentgpsdional attitudes); or only to
certain sorts of propositional attitudes (specificalecision-theoretical ones); or,
again, only to mental processes which are ratipnalialuable. Moreover, different
reasons can be advanced for thinking that the psgsein modules lack the relevant
properties, for example, because they are ‘subdickas ‘subpersonal’ or non-
inferential. In the present section, | shall casve various considerations that speak
for and against the contentions underlying thegaraents. My response will be to
suggest that, in each case, these arguments etthstrue the scope of normativism

too narrowly or else exclude modular processes ftmhscope on flimsy grounds.

An Argument Based on a Distinction from Stich
One potential argument is founded on a contendesgciated with Stephen

Stich (Stich, 1978), that tacit mental processaswefsort liberally postulated in
recent information-processing cognitive psycholdgynot involve genuine beliefs
but rather distinctive ‘subdoxastic’ states, whichfact, on one reading lack
propositional content altogether. Since the staesived in modular hypotheses like
those | consider in later chapters are of theStich would reckon subdoxasfitan

argument against my employment of these modulesstgaormativism could be

0 A complication here is that Stich actually seesdtates postulated by Freudian theory as doxastic.
But this is largely because he mistakes the cheraétsuch states (see p. 137, n. 46 below).

133



constructed along the following lines: Normatiwisnstraints apply only to beliefs

(and other decision-theoretical attitudes); modoiantal states are not beliefs (or

other decision-theoretic attitudes); therefore pmativist constraints do not apply to
modules! The argument merits close scrutiny. First Ineixee Stich’s contention,
then the premise that limits normativist constaat decision-theoretic attitudes.

Beliefs ver sus Sub-Doxastic States
Stich makes a distinction between beliefs and @okastic states’ which he

understands to be “non-belief states that playeainothe proximate causal history of
beliefs” (1978, 499). Regarding this as an inteitilistinction, Stich seeks to identify
features of beliefs that undergird our intuitioh®at what does and does not count as
belief, thereby providing a partial “analysis ofrardinary concept of belief” (1978,
499). Stich emphasizes “two characteristics whielefs exhibit and subdoxastic
states do not: access to consciousness and iné&rettgration [i.e., a lack of
encapsulation]” (1978, 511). Since the statesmelyt postulated in information-
processing cognitive psychology appear to lacketieatures, they cannot count as
genuine beliefs.

One might wonder to what extent a distinction tieguires marking with
arcane terminology is “entrenched in intuition,”&ts&ch asserts (1978, 499). To
some extent, Stich actually seems to pivot betviwerdifferent distinctions at
various points: the distinction between beliefs and-belief states, and the

distinction between beliefs and subdoxastic stateger. Whereas the former

*1 Bermudez (2009) interprets Stich as holding thatlexastic states lack propositional context
altogether. On this strong reading, an alternaigeiment could be made—one which does not rely
on confining the scope of normative constraintdeoision-theoretical attitudes: Normativist
constraints apply only to propositional attitudesidular mental states are not propositional; tleegf
the constraints do not apply to them. | consitier alternative argument briefly below.
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distinction is an everyday one, the latter is arore abstruse. As Stich rightly points
out, traditionally, it has its home in epistemolpgihere a distinction is made
between non-inferential beliefs and the non-beljsénsations, etc.) which lead to
their formation without serving as premises fomtheStich is suggesting that the
distinction should have a home in cognitive psyolyglas well. For the states which
cognitive psychologists posit, for example, to explthe formation of beliefs
manifested in judgments of grammatical intuitiohewdd similarly by regarded as
sub-doxastic—non-beliefs that happen to be causafhjicated in belief-formatioff®

But Stich does not give compelling reason to thimg. In the present article,
Stich exhibits am priori functionalist orientation to the psychological @ogy.**
He clearly thinks that through reflection alonesipossible to arrive at “some
property or cluster of properties” that capture élsence of such mental states as
belief. However, one can question such an ontodogl/the semantics on which it is
based. If one adopts a Kripkean approach to timastcs of mental vocabulary, then
the essence of mental states like belief turndmbe something that is discovered
only a posteriori Hence, no special privilege need attach to tiposdicates which
reflect our intuitions about the properties possddsy mental states like belief.

But leaving aside broad issues of ontology and séosafor the moment,
Stich’s argument fails on its own terms. For thigitions that beliefs must be

accessible to consciousness and inferentially rated hardly appear robust.

“2 Significantly, however, whereas the subdoxastitestof traditional epistemology lack inferential
connection with the beliefs they cause (becausgeahetaken to lack propositional content), Stich
regards the subdoxastic states of cognitive pspglychs exhibiting inferential relations amongst
themselves and with the beliefs they produce.

43 Cf. (Stich 1983) where Stich argues on the basisa priori functional analysis of belief to an
eliminativism with respect to it.
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Personally, | do not share these intuitions in sigpificant degre? nor—more
tellingly—have the abundant cognitive psychologigt® have felt little
compunction in couching their modular and otheotinfation-processing hypotheses
involving tacit processes in terms of belief. ¢tass and integration weaeoriori
conditions on beliefs, as Stich evidently takesrthie be, these theorists—
implausibly—would stand convicted of serious cortaapconfusiorf®

Generally, Stich appears over-confident in hisitrdns. This is particularly
glaring when he attempts to precisify the accessttsciousness criterion. Wishing
to accommodate Freudian unconscious beliefs, magnat our intuitions can allow
for lack of conscious access when this is duen éisa case of psychoanalytic theory,
to “a psychological mechanism capable of interigmnith the ordinary process
leading from belief to assent or to conscious aness” (1978, 505). But | suspect
that few will have a robust intuition that suppattawing a line between belief and
non-belief at so seemingly arbitrary point as détsh, namely, between
informational states unconscious due to some bhgckiechanism and informational

states (like those modular theory posits) unconscawing to the mind’s structural

* It is instructive to contrast the—quite strong—itibn that belief does not share the directiofitof

of desire to see how weak the intuitions Stichscrtally are.

%> To his credit, Stich at least tries to explain Hois that these psychologists have neglected his
intuitions. He writes, “It would be my guess that many of those concerned with cognitive
simulation have been so captivated with the promfseferential accounts of the mechanisms
underlying perception and thought that they hailedao note the rather special and largely isalate
nature of the inferential processes between balieflssubdoxastic states. Failure to take serighsly
matter of access to consciousness likely has atesétable explanation. Since the heyday of
behaviorism, conscious awareness has had a badaraorg many psychologists. And the attitude
seems to persist even among those who have cosee toehaviorism as a dead end” (1978, 517). But
that Stich’s intuitions are so easily resisted ewben—post-Fodor—the notion of encapsulation has
been thoroughly assimilated and behaviorist sceupl®ut consciousness have long receded into the
past, belies Stich’s explanations.
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features’® Moreover, Stich plays rather fast and loose Wihintuitions. He
identifies it as “a further principle embedded ur pre-theoretic notion of belief” that
“inference . . . is a relation exclusively amongjdfe” (1978, 511). Yet despite
holding that inferential relations exist among $i@es hypothesized in the
information-processing models of cognitive psyclists?’ he nonetheless—
inconsistently—insists that they are not bel#fs.

It is also worth considering whether (and how) igwin could appropriate
Stich’s argument. Presumably, Davidson would egard Stich’s access and
integration conditions on belief as constitutingaatial analysis of belief in the way
that Stich, ara priori functionalist, does. For his account of attribatbased on the
Principle of Charity is as close to an analysib@lfef as a normativist like Davidson
is able to offer. But could Davidson argue thait iccount entails either or both of
Stich’s conditions on belief?

| am not prepared to argue definitively that thataunt does or does not

entail these conditions. But a few observatiomsiiorder. First, with respect to the

“% For all Stich’s effort to accommodate Freudianamszious beliefs, Freudian theory is as replete
with completely inaccessible unconscious informadicstates as merely repressed ones. So, in fact,
Stich’s access-criterion threatens to consign mexllike those on which my argument rests in large
part to the sphere of subdoxastic states and,ftrergotentially outside the scope of normativism.
Hence, the importance of my addressing Stich’sraison.

“"Whether such processes should in fact be seeriasiitial is an issue which | consider below.

8 An additional point worth mentioning is the folling: Stich takes for granted that the states
hypothesized in information-processing models iaé&rential integration, and it must be conceded
that many have been inclined to see informationabpsulation as an essential feature of modular
processes. Carruthers, however, (2006) arguesfature of modularity that considerably weakens
or even banishes altogether this condition on mayityl Accordingly, even if inferential integratio
were required by belief, this would not clearlyglialify all modular states.

There are complications with respect to accesstsaousness as well. Though such information
states as those representing things like gramnhatiless would be screened off from consciousness,
many others involved in modular hypotheses haveernadinary contents which are (or can be)
conscious. Perhaps, though, in the case of ther l&tich might insist that when such contents are
conscious it is not the selfsame state that isRather, a conscious (or pre-conscious) beliefgae
to a subdoxastic state with a similar content {oe versa).
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access condition, in (2004c), where Davidson defexrtider Freudian theses, he also
shows himself friendly to the existence of uncoossiattitudes (2004c, 185-86). It

is not clear, however, whether or not he would ¢tenance regularly inaccessible
states as well as merely blocked ones of the BattStich addresses. Second,
perhaps Davidson’s semantic holism vaguely sugdleatdhaving a propositional
content at all, let alone a belief, requires thaeiinferentially integrated with the
broader network of such contents. But, more impigaDavidson’s Threshold
Principle, which requires than an agent exhibiteppnderance of (ideal) rationality,
seems to entail that one’s beliefs be highly irdeggt. Otherwise, one runs the risk of
readily falling into inconsistencies or, more geatlgr routinely drawing theoretical

or practical inferences that, though locally raéibfi.e., with respect to those attitudes
with which they are integrated), considered from sbkandpoint of one’s entire belief
set, are less than ideally rational. So quitesiiahg Davidson would endorse
inferential integration as a constraint on beffef.

But most important to note is that in the presealedtical context it would be
guestion-begging for Davidson to try to appropri@tieh’s argument along the lines
just outlined. For at issue is whether Davidsam resist my arguments of Chapters
Four and Five against his normativism by (1) insgsthat his normativism applies
only to beliefs (and other decision-theoretic attés) and (2) denying that modular
processes involve beliefs. It is clearly questi@gging, then, for him to appeal to his
normativism to establish that beliefs must be ef@ially integrated and that,

therefore, modular processes cannot count as selidénce, | conclude that attempts

9 Whether this should lead him to deny that modptacesses involve belief, however, will depend
on just how non-integrated those processes are.
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to ward off my arguments against normativism byokiag a belief-subdoxastic
distinction fail>

Likewise, this holds true of the alternative courasgument founded on a
strong reading of ‘subdoxastic’ according to whstibdoxastic states are interpreted
as lacking propositional content altogetPeiOn this reading, the counter-argument
runs as follows: Normativist constraints apply otdypropositional attitudes; modular
mental states are not propositional attitudesgfioee, normativist constraints do not
apply to modules. A merit of this version of thhgument is that its first premise,
unlike that of the original version, is uncontrasiatly true. This advantage,
however, is offset by the difficulty of establisbithe stronger second premise. Since
considerations drawn from (Stich 1978) fail to bB&h that modular states are not
beliefs,a fortiori they fail to establish the argument’s second psenthat they are

non-propositional. So this version of the couraggument is equally unavailing.

Is Normativism Confined to Decision-Theor etic Attitudes?
Suppose for the moment, however, that Stich hadesated in establishing

this much—that modular states are not beliefs {oerodecision-theoretic attitudes).

0|t is important to be clear here: My point is it the informational states involved in modules
should be seen as beliefs. Whether that is skelttabe an open question. Rather, my point isnba
compellinga priori reason has been given to disallow the possilihi#y modules might involve
beliefs.

*1 It should be noted that, although Bermudez (2@B8Jibes the strong reading to Stich, a careful
reading of Stich reveals that at no point doesdmrmit himself to subdoxastic states necessarilgdei
non-propositional. Granted, the strong readingnisouraged by the fact that the corresponding
distinction drawn in traditional epistemology (beemn non-inferential beliefs and the non-beliefestat
underpinning them)—on which Stich claims to basedwn distinction—is naturally taken as
coinciding with a propositional/non-propositionastthction. For the tradition would hold thatt i
precisely because the non-belief states (like siemsa etc.) lack propositional content that their
support of ultimate beliefs is non-inferential.icBt however, breaks with the traditional distinatin
allowing that sub-doxastic states can have inféakrglations with beliefs (and among themselves).
While this does not necessarily indicate that kedasub-doxastic states to be propositional (since
perhaps inferential relations can subsist amongpmopositional items—an issue to which | return
below), it does suggest that one cannot mechayiczdld off every feature of the traditional distion
onto Stich’s own. Certainly, Stich does not exgliicstate that subdoxastic states should be coadtr
as non-propositional. Nor does he cite any comatams that can be construed as establishing that
they would be.
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This would counter my argument against normativisity if the scope of
normativism is confined to decision-theoretic attié,s. But is it? Above (see p. 68) |
have argued that Davidson apparently intends ghewitstraints to apply, not just to
decision-theoretic attitudes, but to all (familiagrts of propositional attitudes. |
shall dwell a bit further on this point. As dissed, this reading of the scope of
Davidsonian charity is not without its difficultiedn the first place, his most detailed
account of attribution (2004e) confines itselfhie tlecision-theoretic attitudes. Nor
are attempts to extend his account more broadlyolohgmatic. Davidson rejects the
idea of trying to define other sorts of attitudedarms of basic, decision-theoretic
ones. An alternative approach to extending hisaatis suggested by George Rey
(personal communication). Rey holds that a kiratlireg of Davidson would see him
attributing attitudes in two stages: (1) an inia#tkibution of decision-theoretic
attitudes and (2) a second round, parasitic offirtste in which non-decision-theoretic
attitudes are ascribed. But this leaves Davidsitim avrather large—
unacknowledged—promissory note to make good ongharsetting forth an
account of how the second round of attributioroiprocede?

But even leaving aside the textual evidence, thblpms presented by trying
to restrict the scope of Davidson’s account to slenitheoretic attitudes are even

greater. For then Davidsonian interpretativismlidow longer claim—even in

2 Rey’s proposal raises subtle issues about thémesabetween Davidson'’s attributionism, charity,
and rationality-evaluability. On the simplest pie, the scope of all three would coincide. Buy Re
actually proposes his idea of an extended accduattribution as a way Davidson, not merely could
account for all types of attitudes, but might ealow for types which need not hew to charity
constraints. In that case, attribution would beslder than charity (and, presumably, rationality-
evaluability). (I discuss this aspect of Rey'sgwsal in greater detail in Chapter Four.) Davidson
himself seems to regard at least some non-decibgoretic attitudes as subject to charity (cf.§. 6
above). At any rate, for the time being, | shalliame the correspondence for Davidson of attributio
charity, and rationality-evaluability.
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prospect—to amount to a general account of prapaosit attitudes and propositional
content® It would stand in need of supplementation by sother style of account
altogether to handle non-decision-theoretic atétudBut diminishing the ambitions
of the theory entails a corresponding diminishnénts interest—and plausibility.
For it seems unlikely that there should be tworehtidisjoint constitutive bases for
propositional content. And to the extent thainesuitable non-interpretavist basis
would need to be sought for the additional propmsétl attitudes, Davidsonians
would face the—perhaps recalcitrant—problem of axjphg why that basis is
unsuited to serve for the decision-theoretic pramrsl attitudes as well. So a
limitation of the scope of interpretavism rendénsnsatisfyingly narrow, implausible,
and unstablé? Accordingly, all things considered, it appearsferable to take the
scope of Davidson’s normativism to encompass atudes.

Thus, the first premise of the counter-argumenefas Stich’s belief-
subdoxastic distinction should be rejecteataihnotbe assumed that normativist
constraints are intended to apply only to beliefd ather decision-theoretical
attitudes. Accordingly, even if modular states@oedecision-theoretic, this will not

automatically exempt them from having to obey digaronstraints.

%3 Davidson is quite explicit, of course, that hisiattionism lays no claim to being an accounthaf t
mental in general, since, for example, it has matho say about mental states besides the attitudes
But on the view presently being canvassed, itsifsdgimce is still further circumscribed, namely,ao
subset of those attitudes.

** Most of these problems are avoided on the viewtttiees the additional attitudes as parasitic on
basic ones: The account retains its interest bygoan account of all the attitudes (at least irspeat),
does not implausibly involve two disjoint accouafsontent, nor lay itself open to subversion by a
non-normativist alternative. Of course, there wlo@main the rather tall order of specifying prebis
just how the additional attitudes might dependtankiasic ones.
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An Argument Based on a Distinction from Hornsby
Another, rather similar, counter-argument to nguanent against

normativism is based on the purported distinctietwieen personal and subpersonal
mental states. The counter-argument runs as fellbl@rmativist constraints apply
only to personal states; modular mental stateswspersonal states; therefore,
normativist constraints do not apply to modules. aésess this argument, it will be
necessary to attain some clarity about the persautgdersonal distinction itself. The
widespread acceptance of some such distinction gmmamy contemporary
philosophers of mind warrants dwelling on it at solength.

The Per sonal-Subper sonal Distinction
Hornsby (1997a) offers a lucid treatment of theidcsion. Hornsby observes

that the personal-subpersonal terminology origsmatgh Daniel Dennett, who, in
turn, finds precedent for the distinction in therkof Ludwig Wittgenstein and
Gilbert Ryle (Dennett 1969, 95). This list of naamseiggests that it is primarily
representatives of the hermeneutical approachetonind who have found it useful to
employ personal-subpersonal distinctions. At itstibasic, the hermeneutical view
posits a dichotomy among the methods of the natum@lhuman sciences. However,
with the rise of cognitive science in recent desaaéhich employs natural-scientific
methods, philosophers like Hornsby have had teatsomewhat from this stark split
between the psychological and the natural-scientio Hornsby posits instead a
distinctionwithin the mental realm between folk or commonsense dygi, on the
one hand, and scientific psychology, on the otl&he insists that, despite the
successes of cognitive science, commonsense psgshoeérsists as an autonomous

domain, impervious to scientific psychological isand possessing a distinctive
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ontological and methodological characteWhereas traditionally hermeneutical and
naturalistic approaches to the mind are conceives competing, on Hornsby’s
picture, they are viewed as cooperative enterpriSegentific psychology merely
augments commonsense psychology, while presertvintact. “There is no longer
any need,” she writes, “to choose between accountq1997a, 159). One has the
best of both worlds—or so it would seem.

The personal-subpersonal distinction has its pldes, within this project of
carving out a domain of commonsense psychologyated from encroachment by
scientific psychology. For Hornsby, Dennett, atigeos, that distinction serves to
mark the Great Divide between folk and scientisyghology: On the one side is the
personal level, the domain of familiar, everydayntaéstates and activities, and on
the other, the subpersonal level, the more esqgteovince of cognitive science.
More needs to be said, however, by way of clargyimat divide, since the terms
‘personal’ and ‘subpersonal’ are themselves ragiseteric, and there is no one
uncontested way of drawing the distinction.

The Explanatory Distinction
Hornsby, citing the example of Dennett, advocateking the distinction in

terms of the sort of explanations mental statesperThus, she distinguishes
between states which submit to the explanatiorseientific psychology
(subpersonal) and those which submit to commonsesygehological explanations
(personal). In the case of commonsense-psychalbgiplanations, she clearly
accords reason-explanation a prominent place, &dthshe takes the commonsense-,

personal level to include sensation and perceptibich plainly requires explanation

> More particularly, as for Davidson, commonsensepslogy has an interpretationist basis that
renders it subject to charity constraints.
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of some non-rationalizing character: “We constatrédat one another as sentient and
rationally motivated: we use commonsense psychglaine writes (1997a, 158).

As for scientific explanation, presumably she woaddord the deductive-
nomological pattern of explanation an importantplaHowever, she seems
particularly to emphasize the role in cognitiveescie of what initially appears a
version of Robert Cummins-style explanation by tiomal analysis (Cummins
1983). Thus, she writes, subpersonal account“agyace in a story of how it can
be that something has the vari@apacitieswithout which nothing could be the sort
of intelligible being that a person is” (1997a, L6{This stress on the explanation of
capacities is, of course, characteristic of Cumrsigte explanation.). However, as |
shall suggest below, it is more likely that shestares cognitive science’s
explanatory role in terms of Dennett’s three exatary stances: intentional, design,
and physical (Dennett 1971).

In any case, Hornsby clearly holds that mental @sythologically relevant
physical) states can be partitioned into disjolasses according to whether they
admit of commonsense- or scientific styles of empteon, respectively. She writes,
“the accounts of subpersonal Psychology must beeaddd to a different set of
explananda” than those of personal psychology (49967). Moreover, on her
thoroughly hermeneutical view, the explanatoryeatéghces among these classes of
states reflect a deep difference of ontological methodological character:

Commonsense- and scientific psychology differ ithidbeir subject matters and
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methods. Most crucially, the states studied in mamsense-psychology are subject
to normativist constraints of the general sortcaitited by Davidsor’

Daniel Dennett agrees with Hornsby as to essentlale Hornsby, in his
original employment of the terms ‘personal’ andogarsonal’, Dennett also makes
the distinction along explanatory lines. Unlikerdgby, however, the early
Dennett—in a way that now seems dated—Iimits thgpetsonal level to physical
states of the human being (1969, esp. 178-79)nsty, writing later than Dennett,
is in a better position to acknowledge that cogaifpsychology trades in both
neurophysiological states and fully intentionateta Accordingly, she distinguishes
two corresponding kinds of subpersonal psycholbgguroscientifit and
“functional (1997a, 163), and contemporary proponents op#treonal-subpersonal
distinction follow her in this.

The Whole-Part Distinction
But one may wonder what justifies marking the dpditween commonsense

and scientific psychology with the terms ‘persoraadd ‘subpersonal’. Apparently, at
least part of what Hornsby has in mind is that aeson-explanations such as figure
in commonsense psychology seem to involve an aakegference to a person
(1997a, 157-8, 161). In providing a rationalizexgplanation of why Columbus

sailed the ocean blue one must mention Columbusdiir(fHe wanted to find a
shorter route to the Orient and believed he cooldalby sailing west”), whereas in
providing scientific explanations of psychologigdlenomena one can adopt an
impersonal causal idiom (“Representations p andthe visual system produce

representation r”).

% For Hornsby'’s allegiance to a broadly Davidsordanount of meaning and content, with its
attendant normativism, see (1997b, 195-220).
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Clearly, then, personal-subpersonal distinctionsehmauch to do with subjects
of predication, that is, wittwhich subjects possesgich mental and
neurophysiological properties. This connectiosubjects of predications is explicit
in a second personal-subpersonal distinction tlmahsby discusses, if only to reject
it. Hornsby observes that the personal-subperstisthction is sometimes drawn in
terms of a whole-part distinction, personal-levates being those properly
predicated of the whole person, subpersonal-ldaéts, of some part of the person.
She notes, further, that the whole-part distincttonot equivalent to the explanatory
distinction, since, she maintains, “there can loésfabout (whole) persons which,
because they lack explanations from the commonsasdpoint of commonsense
psychology, are not personal-level facts [in thpl@xatory sense]” (1997a, 162).
(Apparently, she means the “capacities and alslitigon which our being
commonsense psychological subjects depends,” thkethe ability to “recognize
faces, to catch balls, to do long multiplicatian”.[1997a, 159].) Since, as | have
emphasized, her main interest in the personal-sgbpal distinction is to mark out a
domain methodologically discontinuous with natw@knce, she sets aside the
whole-part distinction in favor of her and Denne#Xplanatory distinction.

However, although she is not explicit, it is faidiear that she conceives of
her distinction as at least in large part coinaduith the whole-part distinction. For
at several points she helps herself to formulattbasreflect that distinction. Thus,
for example, in discussing functional subpersorabants of the seemingly simple
activity of catching balls, she maintains that afeindant complex tacit calculations

such accounts ascribe to a ball-catcher are “chaug inside her; and nby her
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(1997a, 165). That is, they are activities of squag (or parts) of the ball-catcher,
not of the whole person herself. It is instructitreen, to consider how the whole-part
distinction divides up mental and neurophysiologstates into personal and
subpersonal categories.

Proponents of a whole-part distinction have a \&fjnite conception how
that distinction carves up such states. On thateption, the personal is supposed to
take in conscious mental states, whereas the sstpris supposed to consist of
(deeply) unconscious states, as well as any neysagibgical states that support
mental activity’’ The affinity in this regard to Stich’s belief-sidxastic distinction
is striking. Granted, Stich is more exclusivelgdsed on mental states (and, even
more specifically, informational ones). Howeveithawrespect to these, he is explicit
in placing the boundary between beliefs and substaxatates along the
conscious/deep unconscious divideThe impression one has is that the belief-
subdoxastic and personal-subpersonal distinctibosigh notionally quite
different—the former is couched in functionalistnbes, the latter in terms of subjects

of predication (or style of explanation)—give exgs®n to the same root intuition:

" The qualifier ‘deeply’ is required because propusef the whole-part distinction would assign
states that are merely contingently inaccessibtmisciousness to the whole person. For exanie, t
repressed states postulated by psychoanalyticytiveamuld be judged personal, since on that theory
they are ultimately accessible (though with diffigu By contrast, the thoroughly inaccessiblaesa

of the cognitive unconscious would be classifiedw@spersonal. For the notion of a deep unconscious
see (Searle 1992). On the cognitive unconscioaigisblstrom 1999).

%8 As noted (see p. 134 above), he takes accesssuioosness as a necessary feature of belief. More
precisely, he maintains that our intuitions canwlfor lack of conscious access when this is dséna
the case of psychoanalytic theory, to “a psychaagnechanism capable of interfering with the
ordinary process leading from belief to assenbaranscious awareness” (1978, 505). Sodeisply
unconscious states subserving belief-formationtbateckons subdoxastic.

It is worth noting, further, that Stich seems tewihis other condition on belief, inferential intaton,

as performing no additional work in determining exensions of ‘belief’ and ‘sub-doxastic’.
Consciousness and inferential integration seemoittcile extensionally for him, at least contingentl
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that folk and scientific psychology carve up thentaésphere along the
conscious/deep unconscious divide.

But does the whole-part distinction succeed inwapg the intended
extensions where Stich’s distinction did not? Nmevfect sense can be made of a
distinction between states and properties of thelevperson and of a part of the
person. My brain, for example, has the propertgehg smaller than a breadbasket
whereas | myself lack that property. However, ¢hsrlittle reason to suppose that
the whole-part distinction corresponds to the aatieg of conscious and non-
conscious states, respectively.

For example, despite Hornsby’s claims to the coptiaan’t one attribute the
tacit calculations involved in ball-catching to thole person, to the ball-catcher as
well as, say, some module (or modules) forming palnter mental architecture? To
many of us, there will appear nothing incoherergaging something like, “She (the
ball-catcher), albeit unconsciously and involunyagerforms numerous complex
calculations before placing her legs and armsposation suitable for catching the
ball.” Why, then, are typical proponents of thesomal-subpersonal distinction
inclined to say that there is? It cannot be onbikgs of some general principle that
states properly predicated of mere parts cannetdies of the whole of which they
are parts. For anyone will readily admit (quitadty, in fact) thatheytouched the
hot stove, when their hand accidentally comes mtad with it. Though to infer that
somethingnustbelong to a whole because it belongs to its gaid commit a fallacy
of composition, it is equally fallacious to inférat what belongs to the padnnot

belong to the whole. Otherwise, proponents ofpirsonal-subpersonal distinction
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would be forced to concede that the familiar stésessations, perceptions, beliefs,
desires, etc.) that belong to the part of the peksmwn as the conscious mind are
themselves subpersonal, not states of the whosopet all!

So whydo proponents of the whole-part distinction thinktttestinction
divides mental and neurophysiological states upéway that they suppose? |
suspect that what may be at work here is the fafignwAt times, people are
susceptible to an intuition that they (the#lf the person that they are) begins and
ends at the borders of their consciousness; that k@s beyond, the unconscious
mental states cognitive scientists attribute torthare not, in fact, their own. Indeed,
someone in the grip of this intuition feels that #ntire cognitive unconsciousrie
part of one’s self® even more, that the very brain and body to whiely are
attached is no part of them. Of course, this trdniis a dualist one; but the longevity
of that philosophy of mind bespeaks the prevalemzepower of this intuition.

This intuition concerns a distinction between tleespn and the non-person
(between my states and the states of what is rest part of me, although associated
with my thinking in some way). Moreover, thosehe grip of this intuition place the
boundary between person and non-person precisedyevthe adherent of the whole-
part distinction does, namely, between consciodsnam-conscious staté$.

Perhaps, then, at some level those tempted by ltloéevpart distinction confuse their

personalsulpersonal distinction with this persmoperson distinction.

% This sense is intensified by the strangenesseo$dhts of processes and states involved in acsount
of the cognitive unconscious. It reaches its ex&ravhen, as in phenomena like unconscious racism,
the contents attributed are ones that we, nofiigio identify with, but would consciously repuadé

(cf. Wilson 2002).

% perhaps the distinction is better put as one bstwself and non-self. This is because what isatb p
of me may be part (or parcel) of some other perdndeed, one can be drawn to a view that sees the
cognitive unconscious as part of soatker person than oneself. Cf. the related discussidMarks
1981).
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They may also be misled by a specious argumengdlanlines of the
following:

(2) The cognitive unconscious (and other such pdnsinds) are
essentially minds in miniature.

(2) Token mental states cannot be shared by diffenénds.

3) Therefore, a person cannot share in the tokamahstates of the
cognitive unconscious.

The first premise may or may not be true; the isseolved are complex and best
addressed in another context. The second preofiseurse, is one that many in the
history of philosophy have found compelling, perhapen a conceptual truth. But
even supposing both premises true, the argumeait c®urse, invalid. It can be
renderedvalid by supplying the additional premise thatsoeis are minds, but that is
not something one can take for granted. Indeedh®misual view, a person is neither
identical to, nor (at least typically) constitutegl a mind. Rather, they are in some
sense composites of both mind and b&dBo the argument under consideration fails
to justify the conclusion that deeply unconscioates cannot be states of the whole
person, as the proponent of the whole-part distindielieves. In fact, if the
argument were sound, it would boomerang againgpitbyigonent of the whole-part
distinction. Applied to the conscious part of thend it would yield the conclusion
that persons cannot share in the token mentakstatle conscious mind either!
Again, there seems little reason to think that aledpart distinction coincides with a

distinction between conscious and unconscioussstate

®1 The intuition that one’s self consists in one’sstiousness may lull some, however, into accepting
that persons are minds. That intuition, thoughstjae-begging in the present context, may further
explain why some are taken in by the present argtime
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Accordingly, it is unavailing to the normativisti hopes to evade the force
of my argument against normativism by confining splere of application of charity
principles to personal states. For the whole-g@ttnction fails to exclude the
unconscious subsystems on which my argument fetiesthe putatively charity-
governed personal sphere. But perhaps the explgrdistinction will fare better in
making the desired cut.

Assessing the Explanatory Distinction
There are grounds, however, for doubting the venglbility of the

explanatory distinction. As noted, Hornsby holdstther explanatory distinction
bifurcates mental states into those that allowndy gcientific explanation
(subpersonal) and those that allow of only commiossexplanation, especially
reason-explanation (personal). Whereas the foppgsess the status of scientific
posits, the latter demand an interpretationist astamne which subjects them to
charity constraints.

But there is cause to harbor some doubt aboutdhgie bifurcation. Perhaps
one and the same state can admit of both rationglénd scientific explanation, say,
deductive-nomological explanation. As | argue be{p. 158, and n. 68), systems
like those posited by cognitive scientists to explauman reasoning seem to involve
processes that permit both ordinary reason-exptamsaand purely causal,
information-processing ones. So there is someresquestion Hornsby's
bifurcation of states by style of explanation. PBathaps if pressed, Hornsby could
simply recast her explanatory distinction in teiwhghose that admit of scientific
styles of explanation, on the one hand, and thuesteatdmit ofonly reason-

explanation, on the other. This would allow henaintain a split between those

151



states that are scientifically-tractable and thtbs¢ are not, despite the consideration
that | have just raised, and this might sufficelfer purpose of marking out an
autonomous domain of commonsense psycholdodyowever, there is ample reason
to doubt whether commonsense psychology is segaiest the inroads of scientific
patterns of explanation.

In the first place, it may be that folk-psycholagiexplanation itself can be
cast in deductive-nomological terms. Many thin&ttfolk psychology is a shared
(possibly innate) tacit theory which people usexplain one another’s behavior
along the lines of the scientific model (see, éagppnik and Melzoff 1997). The
reason-explanations that people cite explicitly iayply be elliptical expressions of
unarticulated underlying explanations fitting theNDmodel. Such a view, if true,
would completely undermine Hornsby’s insistenceal@explanatory distinctiveness
of folk psychology.

Of course, the theory-theory view of folk psychotam which such a
conclusion rests is controversial. Moreover, imkss to Hornsby, it must be
granted thatprima facie much in the sphere of folk psychology may look @iu
reach of scientific explanation. Scientific psyldgical treatments tend to be
directed at the workings of subsystems of the neingderson, leaving the field largely
clear for commonsensical explanations of the lagmebehaviorof the person.

But this is not to concede timapossibilityof scientific-psychological

explanation at that level. Behavior at that lavelild almost certainly be the

2 Though she would have to concede that at leasy wmgnitive-scientific processes permit reason-
explanation and, therefore, are ‘rationality-evalea(i.e., permitting of evaluation by rational
standards), she could, nonetheless, consistenilytaimathat they are immune to charity requirements
So the modified personal-subpersonal distinctianiatstill serve to bracket off irrational subsystem
from the scope of charity.
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complex resultant of the interactions of numeragychological subsystems. It may
very well be, therefore, that few, if any, law-ligeneralizations can be formulated
that apply directly to that large-scale level whighturn, would permit employment
in standard deductive-nomological explanationst ddven laws applying to the
subsystems and a model of how they interact, ihtrbg possible in principle,
however much difficult in practice, to provide stiéic explanations of an
individual's large-scale behavior. In that casgionalizing or other commonsensical
explanations would at best amount to practicaljspensable stopgaps, to be
employed pending attainment to fuller, more adegjsaientific explanations.

Moreover, when one turns from the human being’'stdwehavior to their
familiar mental states (their beliefs, desirescpptions, etc.), the prospects for
scientific explanation appear much improved. Agtimated above (p. 144),
Hornsby seems beholden to Dennett’s picture of itiwgrscience. But that picture, |
think, misrepresents its true character. On thel-known view, human beings’
behavior in the broadest sense permits explanatithree independent levels, the
intentional-, design-, and physical-levels (Dend®i1). Commonsense psychology,
with its vocabulary of familiar states and its oalizing pattern of explanation,
operates at the intentional-level, whereas cognience stakes out the lower
design- and physical-levels. Perhaps Hornsby wseédthe two sorts of subpersonal
psychology she mentions, functional and neuroplhygical, as corresponding to
these two levels, respectively.

Clearly, this picture lends itself wonderfully toetview that commonsense

psychology is an autonomous enterprise, insulatad Scientific psychology. For
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on this picture, each level addresses its own petary set of explananda, with the
methods and concepts peculiar to that level. Gognscience, thus banished to the
design- and physical-levels, leaves folk psycholaggupying the intentional-level,
intact.

This tidy picture suggests that the states whigdnitive science trades in are
taxonomically distinct from those of commonsensghslogy. Indeed, Hornsby is
quite explicit in contrasting “belief and desirégt example, with the “states of a
subpersonal Psychology,” however great the “infdromal, or ‘cognitive’,
sophistication” of those latter states may be (89964-65). But the fact that
psychological theorists with no particular philob@al axe to grind so readily apply
the familiar categories of belief, desire, etcthe informational and desiderative
states that figure in their modular (and other)oaots suggests that the burden of
proof is on proponents of Hornsby’s distinctiorstmw that the unconscious states
these accounts treat of are not of familiar sbrt€n its face, a personal-subpersonal
distinction appears a needless reduplication afsygf mental state: for every
familiar sort of mental state, proponents of thatidction are forced,
uneconomically, to posit an analogue on the otiuer af the conscious-unconscious
divide. But why should not instead one and theestamiliar sort of mental state be
capable of enjoying a dual life on each side of tinade?

Moreover, Hornsby’s tidy picture on which commorsenand scientific
psychology operate at distinct explanatory levails to do justice to the way

cognitive science actually work&aceHornsby and Dennett, the explanatory models

% Hornsby clearly allows that such states includEppsitional attitudes, indeed, ones “whose contents
are of the right sort to be contents of statesup$@lves” (1997a, 166).
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which cognitive scientists typically formulate dot treat of some set of explananda
altogether isolated from those of commonsense @dygk. For it must be allowed
that cognitive psychology seeks to explain famikiznds of states like conscious
sensations, perceptions, beliefs, and desires @isbme would characterize as
personal), even if in doing so it appeals to araagipois of, in some respects markedly
different, deeply unconscious states and procgsgesh some might be tempted to
label ‘subpersonal’). The abstruse posits of cidggscientists are introduced to
causally explain conscious perceptions, beliefs, &hus, for example, a module that
parses sentences along Chomskyean lines, on tisedbagliite ordinary perceptual
information as input delivers a quite ordinary graatical judgment as output
(Chomsky 1980). Even if the intervening stepshmright to involve reference to
unfamiliar sorts of states, they must be thouglasoénmeshed in a complex causal
interaction with familiar sorts. Hornsby and Dettisepicture falsifies both scientific
and commonsense-psychology by neglecting theiedlelationship.

Moreover, the inescapable overlap among commonsasresid scientific
psychology—the fact that conscious perceptionsefseletc., need to figure in both
forms of psychology—threatens the very consisterfdyornsby’s personal-
subpersonal distinction. For Hornsby’s distinctisisupposed to mark an ontological
and methodological divide; and even if there igpnablem imagining a type of state
(belief, say) figuring in both commonsensical anigstific explanations, that
ordinary types of states would need to figure ithlmmmonsense and scientific
psychology would (on the hermeneuticist’s assunmgfieequire them-per

impossibile—to embody two distinct constitutive and methodatagnatures
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simultaneously! In sum, a personal-subpersonéhdison such as Hornsby wants to
draw appears untenable. Accordingly, it failsffora the normativist a coherent
basis on which the scope of charity can be resttith a subset of propositional
attitudes and, therefore, can be of no real usleetmormativist who wishes to evade

the force of my anti-normativist argument.

Are Modular Processes Non-Inferential?
Another attempt to counter my argument againsinativism might seek to

deny the relevance of modular processes to charittigiples by denying that
standards of rationality even apply to such proegshat is, by denying that they are
‘rationality-evaluable’. In particular, | mean ¢onsider a possible argument for this
conclusion based on denying that modular process@sferentiat If the transitions
between states of modules are non-inferential, thepwould seem not to permit
reason-explanation and, therefore, fall out ofgpleere of evaluation by rational
norms altogether.

The notion that modular processes are not infedemight be suggested from
certain considerations mentioned by Zenon PylygB003). Whereas Fodor’s usage
of ‘inference’ (e.g., in Fodor 1983) is quite liaerPylyshyn does not think it
appropriately employed “to refer to processes dnatsystematically restricted as to
what type of input they may take and the type afgiples that they follow” (2003,
38n8). Thus, he wishes to distinguish inferenoenftfother sorts of causal
regularities” on the basis of (at least) two créerinferential processes must apply to
representations from all domains and they must eydastinctivelylogical

principles. Although Pylyshyn is particularly cemoed to deny that the processes
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involved in early vision are inferential (since yit@ke only visual inputs and embody
non-logical processes), his line of reasoning migghthought to impact other
putatively modular processes as W&llSo it merits some consideration.

Many sorts of modules postulated by theoristsdessearly vision follow
principles which appear non-logical. Thus, desomeing modules produce desires
on the basis of various inputted beliefs, etcldytkesires as outputs, where there can
hardly be said to be logical principles which liserthe transition from those beliefs,
etc., to the desir®€. Moreover, domain-specificity, if not exactly acessary
condition for modularity, is characteristic of masbdules posited by contemporary
theorists. In fact, at least for proponents of shasmodularity, the bulk of deductive

and statistical inferences are supposed to bescaort by domain-specific modules.

% One can envision another route to the specifickesion that early vision is not inferential. In
logic, ‘inference’ is, of course, a synonym of ‘angent’, where this is typically understood as a
structure consisting of propositions. So if oneegts Fodor’s line that early-visual contents ae n
propositional, then, guided by the logical usages may be inclined to conclude that early-visual
processes are non-inferential. With respect tatpugtlly modular processes more broadly, the irgniti
(discussed by Stich but, ultimately, rejected—seE3F above) that inference is a relation only agnon
beliefs will lead one to conclude that modular msses are non-inferential if they do not involve
beliefs (say, because they are subdoxastic). ¢ hegued there is no compelling reason to accept th
notion that modular processes are subdoxastic.thH&untuition would still entail that non-
propositional, Fodorian early vision is not infeiahsince it cannot involve belief, which is
uncontroversially propositional. Moreover, thauitibn would yield the same conclusion even with
respect to modules whose processes involve anyipropositional attitude besides belief (e.g.,
desire-forming modules, for which see Carruthe®9f}). In this thesis, | do not assess whether
inference subsists only among beliefs or propasdi@ttitudes, since, as will emerge, | think the
rationality-evaluability of modules can be defendeén if they are non-inferential.

% In the first instance, one might conclude thisshese the output of such modules is a desire ared, on
might hold, logical principles only apply to bekefHowever, if one takes a less narrow view of the
‘logical principles’ which, according to Pylyshymust figure in inferences, then perhaps they can
involve non-informational states like desires amemtions. Pylyshyn’s focus is theoretical, but to
allow for practical reasoning, Pylyshyn, it seesfguld grant that processes can count as infekémtia
virtue of embodying any sort of principle of rataity, not just those that are logical in charactir
that case, the conclusion that the desire-formingutes do not involve inference is much less
straightforward. For, presumably, Pylyshyn doeswent to require that the principles underlying
inference be normatively correct ones. That isesshe is a normativist, he will not wiatpriori to
preclude the possibility of regular patterndatiinference. So on what basis is one to say tkat th
desire-forming modules do not operate accordirigd@al or rational principles as opposed to
normatively flawed ones? | return to this questietow.
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By Pylyshyn'’s criteria, however, these could natrtoas genuine ‘inference®. Is
there perhaps something amiss with Pylyshyn’sreaite

It should be noted first that Pylshyn does nollygaovide any argument for
his criteria of inference. But there is a certamt+teasiprima facie—force to his
assertion that inferential processes must invoisendtively logical principles: Isn’t
it logic, after all, that treats of inferen€&But it is much less clear why one should
insist that processes be unrestricted in theirtgguhey are to count as inferential.
Imagine a module that takes inputs only from sopeei$ic domain like folk biology
and then issues in beliefs of the forais M’ when the inputs include beliefs of the
forms ‘All SareM’ and ‘ais S. It seems quite natural to label this process an
inference, even though if—say, by some alteratiotsaonnections with other
modules—it were fed inputs from some other domiadiwwpuld operate quite
differently or even yield no output at all. Inde#dseems quite possible to provide a
reason-explanation of why the bearer of thesestaimes to believais M, namely,
because she believes that@#ireM and that a iS®® It seems arbitrary to deny that

there is an inference hete.

% |n fairness to Pylyshyn, it should be noted thatdttention is confined to vision. It is not alea
whether he contemplates the possibility that ‘ctigni (in contrast to input systems) might be
modular as well. But, in any case, it is apprdprita ask what the conditions he places on inferenc
imply with respect to modules involving central pesses.

" There may be some difficulty in clarifying just atis and is not a logical principle, as opposed to
bad logical principle, but this need not be an lmsie problem. (Deductive logical principles aadé

| suppose, could be characterized as ones involuithgtopic-neutral vocabulary.)

% It is this seeming possibility of applying suclasen-explanations to modules which suggests that
Hornsby (cf. p. 132 above) cannot define persomatll mental states simply as those that permit
reason-explanation. Rather, it appears, she rieatifine them as those that adonty of reason-
explanation (and not also of scientific explanafion

% perhaps Pylyshyn is guilty of a confusion. Ifgsses’ inputs are domain-specific, that might be
thought to preclude the principles on which thegrape from counting as logical, since logical
principles are supposed to be domain-general.sBel principles are domain-general in the special
sense of involving only topic-neutral vocabulatyis not clear that input-restrictions interferétw
their topic-neutrality.
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Ultimately, | do not wish to take a definitive sthas to whether (or which)
modular processes are inferential. Given my geéserantific-essentialist
orientation, | am inclined to think constraintswhat counts as inference will need to
be determined posteriorj nota priori, as Pylyshyn attempts to determine them. But
suppose Pylyshyn’s criteria of inference are carr&ven though this would rule out
most modular processes from counting as inferenttd not think this would have
the implication, fatal to my argument, that modwdes not rationality-evaluable and,
therefore, beyond the scope of charity constraiifitss is so for at least two reasons.
First, rational standards are statal as well asqutoral. So even if modular processes
themselves are exempt from rational norms, thestahich they output (and even
the intervening states bound up in their interqedrations) would appear subject to
such norms as the requirement of logical consisteoreover, the processes
themselves, even if non-inferential, will be subj@aepistemologicahorms
governing belief-formation, which apply regardle$svhether the relevant processes
are inferential® Hence, charity principles can still get a grigewith respect to
modules that involve non-inferential processin@. | 8onclude that the potential
counter-argument to my argument against normativishattempts to exempt
modules from the scope of charity by consigningrthe a special realm of
arationality fails.

In fact, as my discussion of Stich, Hornsby, agly$hyn has shown, attempts
to remove modular processes from the scope oftglguite generally appear

unpromising. That is, to the extent one is indit@ view propositional attitudes as

" Some, e.g., Stephen Stich (1990), interpret ratiyrbroadly to include epistemological norms. tBu
whether one places the latter within or alongsideset of rational norms, normativists like Davitlso
intend charity principles to encompass epistemahgiequirements.
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subject to charity constraints, there will be ditrincipled basis for denying that
modular processes can be so constrained as wetlordingly, the tenability of those
very constraints is rendered dubious by the sdiemtossibility of modules that do

not adhere to them. In Chapter Four, | proceatkseribe one such module in detalil.
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Chapter Four: An Argument From Basic Freudian
Wish-Fulfilment

Introduction
With characterizations of charity and modularitypiace, | can begin to

develop my argument against normativism by desuagilai module which embodies
some of the key processes which Freud ascribégetpdrt of the personality which
he labels the ‘id* namely, basic forms of what Freud refers to ashafulfilment’. |
will argue that this module conflicts with the priple of charity, at least the
influential version of it proposed by Davidson. idover, given the evident
coherence of this module, | shall suggest, thereason to reject normativism’s
insistence on the principle of charity as a condiof agency. Finally, | shall
respond to objections that might be raised speadifi@gainst the employment my

argument makes of Freudian theory and phenomena.

Freud’s Id
Freud introduced the word ‘id’ (or, rather, its @&n equivalent,das E$

relatively late in his career (see, esp., FreudBL9Prior to his formulation of a
tripartite division of the personality into id, gggnd superego, he worked with a
picture of the personality as consisting of conssiess and the Unconscious, or as
Freud sometimes refers to these parts of the paliggrihe system€s andUcs

(see, e.g., Freud 191%)“The nucleus of théJcs,” Freud writes, . . . consists of

! Freud uses ‘primary processing’ as a general temafer to the sorts of mental processes involued
the id.

% Freud's earlier view of mental architecture is stimes referred to as his ‘topographical’ model of
the mind, whereas the later, three-part view, asstiiuctural’ model. With respect to the former,
however, it should be noted that he sometimesgafethe syster@s as the ‘preconsciousP§),

since what is essential to it is not the actuahpingenal consciousness of its contents but, rather,
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wishful impulses” (1915, 186). It is to the systekrs, further, that unacceptable
mental contents are consigned through the repgeagiancy of the syste@s. But
since the processes involved in repression (assgabim what might be termed
deliberate ‘suppression’) are themselves unconscibgradually dawns on Freud
that it only confuses the issue to label the systemhich they belongCs’ The
classification of parts of the personality thathaes really intended to make all along
is not fundamentally one based on access to cargwss. So ‘syste@s’ yields to
‘ego’, and ‘systentcs! to ‘id’. ® But though the terminology changes, the referents
(by and large) do not. Accordingly, in charactiggthe id, | indifferently apply
Freud’s pronouncements about the systérs. to the id.

The id, the ontogenetically earliest system, ésdkat of various biological
instincts or needs (hunger, for exampld}s function is to rid the organism of
psychic energy or tension produced by internalextdrnal stimulation. At first, the
id exists as a mere sensory-motor mechanism whkielases tension (and wards off
further stimulation) through reflex actions. Bhistmechanism ultimately proves
insufficient to quell such sources of tension asgaw. So a psychological
development ensue®rimary procesomes into being. ‘Primary processing'—it is
primary in point of time—is Freud’s blanket ternr the distinctive mode of

functioning of the if. Within primary process, memory-images of instiratiobjects

their—relatively—ready capacity for consciousnels®l6, 173). The distinction betwe€s and

Ucs, then, should be understood as largely one afszcc

% On Freud’s considered view, then, ego states leterenly imperfectly with (access-)conscious ones
and id states with (access-)unconscious ones.

* The brief sketch in this paragraph of some ofctietral features of the id leans heavily on Hall
(1954, 15-21).

> At times, however (cf. 1915, 187), Freud usesrary process’ specifically with reference to two
processes, displacement and condensation, whiobgheds as “distinguishing marks” of primary
process (186). | discuss these below.
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such as food are produced in order to satisfy tisbeg caused by instinctual
demands. They can do so because the id doesstioigdish between such memory-
images and genuine perception. It is this reptasien of “the wish fulfilled as a
hallucinatory experience” which Freud termish-fulfilment(1916-17, 129) The id,
operating according to th@easure principlestrives “towards gaining pleasure,”
with an “entire disregard of reality-testing” (1912119, 225). The unconscious
processes of the id “equate reality of thought witernal actuality, and wishes with
their fulfilment—with the event . . .” (1911, 225As such primary process itself
proves inadequate to meet the individual's instiattlemandssecondary process
the logical, reality-oriented patterns of thougbaldmging to the ego, develops. But
primary process is by no means supplanted altogethecircumstances where the
ego is unable satisfactorily to minister to oneishves, primary process revives. Such
is the case, for example, during sleep, when pgmescess produces hallucinatory
images in the form of drearfisMoreover, Freud sees wish-fulfilment as implicate
in other processes as well, such as neurotic synmgto

Aside from the id’s wish-fulfilling character, itdithe disregard for reality,
Freud assigns several other distinctive featurgisead and its processes. As Freud
writes, the “latent processes” of the id have “eaégristics and peculiarities which
seem alien to us, or even incredible, and whichdivectly counter to the attributes of
consciousness with which we are familiar” (1919))17He maintains, first, that
within the id there iséxemption from mutual contradictio(l915, 186). But despite

initial appearances, his point does not seem thduethe id freely forms

® More strictly, primary process—the id—produce®ains as conscious byproducts of its unconscious
activity (see p. 169, n. 19 below).
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contradictory beliefs. Rather, as emerges fronfdhewing, his point seems to be
that the id readily allows conflicting wishes tasbside by side without either being
gratified in preference to the other: “When two hfig impulses whose aims must
appear to us incompatible become simultaneousiyea¢he two impulses do not
diminish each other or cancel each other out, botline to form an intermediate
aim, a compromise” (1915, 186)From the standpoint of charity, of course, this
tolerance of conflicting wishes is a much less titdeature than the tolerance of
contradictory beliefs would be.

Moreover, it appears that beliefs within the id andedged, that within the id
there is “no negation, no doubt, no degrees ofst’ (1915, 186¥. Again, Freud
maintains that the id’s processes are timelessy“tlre not ordered temporally, are
not altered by the passage of time; they have feoarce to time at all” (1915, 187).
Presumably, he means that the id’s contents aensadl, that the id lacks temporal
concepts altogethér.Additionally, the id is marked by what Freud lebenobility of
cathexes’, by which at bottom he seems to mearthkattrength of wishes within the
id is variable, with one wish capable either ofrendering its strength to another
(‘displacement’) or appropriating the strength @tiag to several others
(‘condensation’) (1915, 186-87).

Doubtless, much exegetical work would be needddrtaulate and defend a

definitive interpretation of Freud’s pronouncemenrtsthe characteristics of the id.

" If within the process of wish-fulfilment a wishatp invariably gave rise to a belief that—along

lines which | expound below—then the existencearfflicting wishes in the id would compel Freud
to acknowledge contradictory beliefs there as wBlit Freud’s remark that in such cases of condict
compromise is sought averts this commitment.

8 perhaps Freud also means to assert that thekisl e concept of logical negation, although ias
entirely clear in the present passage.

® Although perhaps he means also to assert thag, fonmed, mental states persist unaltered in the id
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But | shall spare myself that effort, since | shmdlselective with respect to the
features of the id that | shall assign the charigfating module upon which my
argument against normativism turns. It is prinyattie id’s wish-fulfilling character
that is reflected in the module that | shall ddseri The cogency of my argument in
no way depends upon my fidelity to Freudian ideaallirespects. In fact, inasmuch
as some have found Freud’s full conception of th@ubiously coherent, my
argument can only gain in force if the relevant mediraws modestly from the set of
characteristics Freud attaches to the id. Any thoab impartial judge might harbor
about the coherence of Freud’s id, | am confiderit,lapse with respect to the
module | describe, which, again, seeks to embodudFs central ideas about wish-

fulfilment.*°

Basic Wish-fulfilment
Because the case for the conflict between Chanityaawish-fulfilling module

can be made without bringing in the less basicssafrtvish-fulfilment, | shall

initially only treat the two most basic sorts mengd above: infantile hallucination
and dreaming. And, with respect to the lattehdllsonly mention the dreams of
young children, which in Freud'’s view, are strafghtvard, undisguised wish-
fulfilments (1916-17, 126-35). Only subsequenithydiscussing less basic forms of
wish-fulfilment, will | treat the “dreamwork,” thas, the various processes by which

according to Freudian theory the wishes instigadirepms in adults (the dream’s

19| inda Brakel (2002) offers a defense of the cohegeof the id even construed as possessing most of
the striking properties Freud assigns it. She@sdar its coherence by demonstrating its consigten
with a certain atomistic account of content, namBlyth Millikan’s proper-function naturalism (cf.
Millikan, 1993). In the present context, | takestand with respect to the success of her attempted
defense. (A complication is that her enumeratibtine features of the id—and her interpretation of
those features—differs somewhat from that whichuehoffered.)
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“latent content”) are rendered unrecognizable endleam-imagery which expresses
them (“manifest content”).

Sebastian Gardner (1993) presents a thoughtfuhstieaction of Freud’s
theory of the basic forms of wish-fulfilmeht. He extracts something like the
following structure for such wish-fulfilment: An gatisfied biological need, (1),
yields a wish, (2), which, in turn, produces a wighilling representation, (3),
causing a feeling of satisfactidh(4), that, finally, leads to the termination (or
guiescence) of the wish, (5) (1993, 124-25). MueepGardner lays stress on several
features of his reconstruction. First, the wishiHfing representation, (3), as an
hallucinatory experience, is sensory in charaeted, the feeling of satisfaction, (4), is
an experience of sense-pleasure. Thus, neitlredintes an element of judgment or
belief into wish-fulfilment. Although the wish-flilling representation possesses a

content, it is of a pre-propositional character9d,9122).

1 See esp. 120-26. Gardner credits James Hopkinkda@onception of wish-fulfilment he develops
(124n18).

12 with respect to the words ‘satisfaction’ and ‘fiiffent’, some terminological clarification is in
order. First, it is worth noting that though theglish ‘wish-fulfilment’ is used to translate Frésid
‘“Wunschbefriedigurigthe second element of that compound is usualiglered as ‘satisfaction’ in
English (although sometimes as ‘fulfilment’). Sedpin common parlance, ‘satisfaction’ and
‘fulfilment’ seem virtually synonymous. Third, ik it is safe to say that in the phenomenon of
wish-fulfilment wishes are neither satisfied nadffified in any ordinary sense.

Acknowledging this, Richard Wollheim introducesanminological distinction between what he calls
‘satisfaction’ and ‘gratification’ (Wollheim 1979.,7). He defines the terms roughly as follows:

my desire thap is satisfiediff p
my desire thap is gratified iff it is for me as ifp

With the former, Wollheim appears to want to captordinary usage of ‘satisfaction’, but with the
latter, the “kind of pseudo-satisfaction,” as hésgt) that Freudian wish-fulfilment representsr @
related notion, which Peter Carruthers calls ‘cpsasisfaction’, see Carruthers [2006, 297]).

| largely leave to one side for the moment what M&imn thinks it takes for it to be “for me aspif.
But at least part of what he has in mind is whé&dllpwing Gardner, call ‘the feeling of satisfamti' in
my reconstruction of wish-fulfilment. This is juste familiar sort of pleasure that often accomeani
the actual satisfaction of desires (though not ersially, of course).
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Such wish-fulfilment is usefully contrasted witlhat Davidson in (2004a)
describes as “wishful thinking” on “a minimal acecwtd On such an account, wishful
thinking is “a case of believing something becamse wishes it were true” (20044,
205). For example, it seems one can imagine agshenon of a structure similar to
that which Gardner sketches in which wishes imntetliajive rise to beliefs of
identical propositional content (call this phenome®T.)* Such would qualify as
wishful thinking on the minimal account but notvash-fulfilment, which seems to
essentially involve a sensory element. In factdBar emphasizes that basic forms
of wish-fulfilment need not be supposed to invgiwepositional belief at all. He
observes, “it is noa priori that belief is a condition for the cessation” loé tvishes
involved; “and there is no independent reasorfor. introducing belief into the
process,” since “there are no further effects tex@ained that would provide
evidence for the presence” of a belief (1993, 125).

Nor, in Gardner’s view, should the ‘wishes’ invallve wish-fulfilment be
understood as ordinary wishes or, indeed, any démeitiar desiderative
propositional attitude: “the psychoanalytic concefpivish is not the same as,
however closely it may be related to, the conceptessed by ordinary use of the
term” (1993, 126). Indeed, he denies that psycalyin wishes are propositional
attitudes at alt* The upshot, then, is that on Gardner's reconstmu@t least, basic
forms of “wish-fulfilment” involve “only pre-propagonal content” (1993, 122).

Now in certain respects, Gardner’s account of basb-fulfilment is not

inimical to my aim of demonstrating a conflict beewn Freudian wish-fulfilment and

13| shall return to this point below.
14| shall examine Gardner's reasons for these viveait psychoanalytic wishes shortly.
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Davidsonian Charity. First, Gardner appears taceme of wish-fulfilment as a sort
of competence. The impression he gives is of iudfiiment occurring as aeteris
paribusregularity in circumstances where the straightBmdvmeeting of biological
needs is impossible (as for the infant or dreamB®reover, on his conception, the
relevant competence is not a rational one in thrmphenomenon of wish-fulfilment
involves non-rationalizing transitions among megtates. But it is not anrational
competence, for the states which it involves atteenen the sort which are aptly
assessed with respect to rationality, namely, sitiomal attitudes® Rational norms
apply only to sets of propositional attitudes.fdat, for the most part, rational and
epistemic norms apply only to sets of mental stateish include belief or some type
of cognitive attitude possessing a direction ofditlike emotion) and, specifically,
that of belief:®

Comparison with the sort of wishful thinking | diss above (WT), in which
beliefsare directly produced by wishes, highlights tregnp If the wishes involved
are understood to be propositional attitudes,irhimediately apparent, | think, that
the structure is an irrational ohe.(And even where they are not so understood, the
structure at least clearly contravenes epistenimag But, when belief drops out,

replaced by non-propositional sensory experiere@ &ardner’s wish-fulfilment, no

!> Recall that charity on my reading includes epistems well as properly rational norms. Now one
might think at first sight that Gardner’s wish-filiffient involved the violation of some sort of
epistemic norm. But though the generation of leaflatory imagery based on wish-like states may
seem like poor epistemic design, it would not s¢éewiolate any epistemic norms, which solely
govern belief-formation and its warrant.

' An apparent exception is the principle that prafiees should observe transitivity.

"In the absence of anything like a theory whichiféesl rational norms, such appeals to intuition
seem unavoidable.
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norms are violate So wish-fulfilment as Gardner characterizestimately fails
to advance my argument against Davidson’s intesgrem: If wish-fulfilment is to
conflict with Charity, it must involve propositiohattitudes (including cognitive
ones) in some fashion.

Accordingly, on my somewhat revised account, wet@envision wish-
fulfilment as possessing the following structurer énsatisfied biological need, (1),
yields a wish that the need be satisfied, (2), iwhic turn, produces an appropriate
wish-fulfilling hallucination, (3), resulting in belief that the wish is satisfied, (4),
which causes a feeling of satisfaction, (5), thasglly, leads to the termination (or
quiescence) of the wish, (6). | shall say sometlsimortly by way of defending this
alternative account (and demonstrating its conflith charity requirements). But
for the moment, then, we are to envision a mochde ¢mbodies basic processes of
wish-fulfilment along the lines sketched. FollogiRreud’s account of the id, the
module should be thought of as existing and op&yairior to the individual’s
development of conscious thought altogether. Ewviéimthe first blush of conscious
thought, however, it can be envisioned as operaioggside conscious thought (and
action), especially, in very literal wish-fulfillqndreams generated during sleep when

one is unable to minister to one’s wishes througscious action)’

18 No norms are violated regardless of whether th#hes involved are propositional or not: it is the
absence of the cognitive attitude that tells.

!9 Note that the dreams themselves should be thaigts falling outside the province of the wish-
fulfiling module itself. For though we often speaf someone sleeping as ‘unconscious’, dreams
actually would seem to belong to access-consciassnehereas | follow Freud in conceiving of this
id-module as lacking such consciousness. Henealrégmms, | think, should be thought of as
conscious byproducts of the unconscious halluciyatgperiences which figure in the wish-fulfilling
processes proper. | shall address how it is tizse experiences are able to become conscious (or,
rather, give rise to conscious by-products) inalsing less basic forms of wish-fulfilment in thexh
chapter.
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But in terms of the typology presented earlier (3e£29 above), what sort of
module would this be? Well, the first thing to @at that it is not an informational
module like Chomskyean linguistic competence (adpdy of thematically related
information drawn upon in the performance of spec¢édsks) but, rather, a sort of
processing module—a system charged with perforrisgecific mental function,
namely, gratifying wishes engendered by biologie#ds® Moreover, it does not
seem to be especially Fodorian, especially in vaéthe role that fully
conceptualized content plays withirfit.Rather, it is a module in the looser sense
that Carruthers (2006) employs in arguing his gtneémassive modularity (p. 128
above). The module, further, trades on an addititeature of Carruthers’ account of
modules, namely, that they can be complex, builbwipof more fundamental
modular building-blocks. For the id-module | halescribed is naturally seen as
encorporating a wish-generating sub-module (prodpwaiishes in response to
information concerning bodily states such as antgmsjomach), an image-generating
sub-module (giving rise to hallucinations), a biegjenerating module, and an

affective module (producing a pleasurable resptms$ige wish-fulfilling belief).

% As noted earlier, | avoid consideration of thelggophical issue whether such modules are best seen
in computational or non-computational terms, ad a®the empirical issue of whether one should
expect them to be realized by specific neurologiyatems. It is worth mentioning, however, that
interesting work has been done in modeling ceaspects of Freudian theory along computationalist
lines. See, e.g., Boden (1987) and Wegman (1985).

2 perhaps, though, it can be envisioned as posgeassieast one of the other defining properties of
Fodor modules. At least in its initial form, thedule appears domain-specific, since its inpugs ar
limited to wishes derived from the domain of biata need. But it is neither encapsulated nor
inaccessible. Although this is concealed priathindevelopment of consciousness, once
consciousness comes on-line the module’s porousdaoies becomes apparent. E.g., the beliefs
generated by the module during dreams should beasepassed along to consciousness. | return to
the issue of the degree and nature of encapsulatidnnaccessibility in wish-fulfilment when
considering its less basic forms below. It is Wwarbting, however, that Freud himself emphasizas th
there is considerable “communication between tleegystems,'Ucs andPcs (the preconscious). He
writes, theUcs “is accessible to the impressions of life”; ibfestantly influences thiecs, and is

even, for its part, subjected to influences fromRls (1915, 190).
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This conceivability (indeed, the scientific poshtp) of such a wish-fulfilling
module, | submit, should call into question thatietacy of the normativist
constraints that Davidson places on the possess$ipropositional content. For in
the first place, such a module, in which we finedgular tendency for a propositional
wish thatp to produce a sensory wish-fulfilling experience anpropositional belief
thatp, embodies what to all appearances is an irratioo@lpetence and, therefore,
conflicts with Davidson’s Competence PrincipfeMoreover, such a regular
divergence within a single mental compartment fstandards of ideal rational
rationality fairly clearly conflicts with Davidsos’Compartment Principle as well,
since that divergence is owing to the module’srimaeoperations and not the external
influence of some other mental compartnfénf\gain, corresponding to Freud’s
view that the processes of the id precede the dpaent of the ego, | suggest that
one can envision the wish-fulfilling module as depéng prior to those systems
which embody in the individual logical, reality-ented patterns of thought. Prior to
the development of those latter systems, the wisfitihg module would largely
exhaust the individual’s capacities for proposiéibthought and reasoning. In such a
mind, irrational processes would clearly predoneratd, therefore, the mind itself
would appear to violate Davidson’s Threshold Pptei Thus, despite Davidson’s

efforts to effect a rapprochement with FreudiamtiigDavidson 2004c), at its core

% There are a few complexities here, however, ssaliteether the module is better seemrasional

and notirrational, and if the latter, whether it violatethasic’ principle of irrationality (cf. p. 106ff.).

| address these matters below.

% A noteworthy feature of the argument against thenfletence Principle is that it appeals to a module
embodying processes of wish-fulfilment which Freedards as universal and non-pathological. One
is perhaps inclined to regard pathological procesgaically as matters not of competence but of
performance-error, of interference with normal fiime. But this temptation does not gain a foothold

in the case of the non-pathological processed thate described. (Whether, however, pathological
processes should always be viewed as performangeigedoubtful. Cf. below, p. 242 and n. 56.)
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that theory must be seen as inimical—indeed, sgbxer—of a normativism like

Davidson'’s.

More on Arguing Against the Threshold Principle
However, | wish to linger a bit over the argumegdiast the Threshold

Principle. The argument | have set out contra#is another style of argument
which can be made against that principle. W. Eogeo (1980) advances an
argument against Davidsonian charity based notsmemtific hypothesis but an
imaginative thought-experiment (which he credit§ithert Harmanf* He asks us
to envision an individual, Napoleon, whose inifaliue belief-sets about cats and
dogs gradually degrade, as from one day to the pegtof his beliefs about cats
migrates to his belief-set about dogs and viceaceltdlitimately, he is left with
nothing but false beliefs about cats and dogs.h Batoper and Harman hold that
normativists like Davidson and Quine, with theimgnitment to maximizing charity,
must hold that the reference of ‘cat’ and ‘dog’ exehanged just past the middle of
the envisioned process. Thus, such charity cam seeule out the possibility of a
quite conceivable form of madness and so, Coop&eledes, should be rejected: “I
do insist . . . that thereuld be such people whom we could recognize as being mad.
And it would seem to count against a theory itiled outa priori this possibility”
(1980, 39F° More generally, perhaps one can envision thé wéian individual's

entire belief-set and the rational coherence antloeig propositional attitudes and

4 |n fact, Cooper takes the argument to undercujusbtcharity but materialism generally which he
unwarrantedly takes to require charity.

% Cooper's argument levels specifically at maximigaharity, but he plainly holds that normativism
rules out madness altogether (“there could be miness” [1980, 39]). That conclusion, however, is
much stronger than what his thought-experiment stpp At least some of the gap between his
conclusion and this stronger claim can perhapslled by modifying his argument and re-directing it
at the Threshold Principle instead of maximizingrity, as | do in the text.
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behavior as gradually degrading over time, so naacthat any arbitrary degree of
falsity/irrationality would eventually be surpadsdf such ‘madness’ is a coherent
possibility, then it can be taken as an argumeairsg Davidson’s Threshold
Principle. This sort of argument against the Thoés Principle is in an important
respect the converse of that which | am emphasizihgreas the latter begins with a
state of predominant irrationality that subsequeyiglds to a state in which
rationality predominates, the former begins wititate of predominant rationality
that descends into irrationality. | shall refethese two sorts of arguments as
developmentahnddegenerativerespectively. Although it is the developmental
argument that | am urging against normativism dllstonsider the degenerative style
of argument as well at a few points in the sequel.

With respect to the developmental argument, perbapsmay entertain
doubts about the possibility of the id-module arigbefore other, more rational
systems have come on-line. Indeed, Cavell expsesabt that wishes can occur
“prior to the formation obomebeliefs and a considerable knowledge of reality.”
“Concepts, and a knowledge of reality,” she maimdaare “as necessary a
constituent” of desire as belief (1993, 166-6%).slipport, she appeals to a supposed
conceptual connection between the concepts ofalasit belief: “. . . the concepts
presuppose each other. To desire phatto be predisposed to act in a way that
would bringp about, if one’s relevant beliefs about the worktetrue and there
were no conflicting desires” (1993, 166-67). Butatever one thinks of this alleged

conceptual connection, it is hard to see how ipsufs her conclusion that desire
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requires “considerable knowledge of realit§. The phrase ‘relevant beliefs’,
presumably, means something like ‘any beliefs asedbout available means to the
attainment of . But unless the latter phrase is interpretedh\eistential import,
Cavell's alleged conceptual truth does not enkeit tlesire requires any beliefs at all,
let alone “considerable knowledge of realify.”

Of course, it must be conceded to Cavell that cptscare a necessary
constituent of desires, and one may wonder howdtherior to the mind’s serious
engagement with external reality, could come bystioek of concepts that figure in
the unconscious wishes implicated in primary precddut the ready response is to
deny the empiricist trend of the query: psycholabtbeorists of recent decades have
become comfortable with nativism with respect tthbancepts (e.g., Fodor’s LOT)
and beliefs (e.g., Chomskyean grammar), especratlyodular contexts like the
present one. Indeed, as the following passag&ridtes, such nativism is eminently
Freudian: “The content of tHécs may be compared with an aboriginal population in
the mind. If inherited mental formations existlre human being . . . these constitute
the nucleus of thelcs” (Freud 1915, 195). There seem to be nothinganthen, in

viewing the id-module as coming stocked with itsnquvoprietary set of concepts

% Whether Cavell’s claim of the functional interdagdence of belief and desire tells against the
possibility of beliefs playing a part in the actimmote id-module is a separate matter, which |
consider subsequently.

27 additionally, | note that even if large numberhsfliefs were required there would be a further step
involved in concluding that they must be veridichlote, further, that my reconstruction of primary
process represented by the id-modidesinvolve at least some beliefs, namely, thoseragigi the
course of hallucinatory wish-fulfilling processéseif. However, | do not follow Cavell in taking
beliefs to beequiredby wishes and desires.
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pertaining to instinctual needs, éfcSo, | conclude, the bruited objections to the

developmental argument fail.

Other Objections to My Argument
Other doubts, however, might be entertained wisipeet to my argument

against the Competence and Compartment Princifethe present section, | shall

set out and attempt to rebut several possible bojec

Unconscious Sensation
First, | want briefly to address what might ocamiohe as an objection to the

very possibility of wish-fulfilment. The potentiptoblem arises from the fact that
Freud conceives of infantile hallucinatory wishfilahent as unconsciouS. Whereas
dreams are conscious (or preconscious—that isatdamf becoming conscious”
[Freud 1915, 173]), the quasi-sensory experienoasved in infantile hallucinatory
wish-fulfilment (and the pleasurable feeling ofisfaiction to which they give rise)
occur even before the infant develops a capacitgdasciousness, in Freud’s view.
One might bridle at the possibility of unconsciamsginings, let alone unconscious
pleasure.

But the existence of unconscious perception at leesbecome part of the
stock-in-trade of mainstream cognitive psycholdgsnd if unconscious perceptions
are a coherent possibility, then it is difficultdee how unconscious imaginings,

states rather like perceptions only produced indogsly, are not. One might draw

% That is not to say that the id operabesy with such concepts. Since its encapsulation isdy
means complete on Freud’s conception, as the pgieyedops, its fund of concepts will be
correspondingly enriched.

# Gardner (1993, 267n32) recognizes that “unconsdimagining” may “seem problematic,” but he
does not suggest a solution other than to hintdba¢lopmentally early imaginings may differ from
later, more sophisticated ones.

% See, e.g., Kihistrom (1999, 424-42) and Wilsord@0
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the line, however, at the existence of unconsgueasure: Is pleasure not inherently
gualitative and, therefore, essentially conscioBsf if so, one acceptable response
might be simply to suggest a slightly truncateddtire for wish-fulfilment (at least
of the infantile sort). In terms of Gardner’s pict (see p. 166 above), this would
mean omitting the feeling of satisfaction, (4)tlsat the wish-fulfilling

representation, (3), leads directly to the termamaof the wish, (5). Although this
diverges from Freud’s conception of such wish-faiént somewhat, | am not
necessarily committed to defending every aspeEtedid’s characterization of
primary process.

But | am more inclined to defend a place for uncomss pleasure in wish-
fulfilment. Indeed, in recent years many philoseqshof mind have been attracted to
a view of pain (and pleasure, presumably) thatikadcommodates the possibility
of unconscious pleasure. Without getting too deepled in the bog of theories of
consciousness, one can say that on the presentuigstinction is made between
gualitative states like sensations, pain, and pleasnd theualia they possess when
conscious. On this view, the essence of suchtqtia® states is their distinctive

13 Just what

intentional content rather than any particular esded conscioutee
the nature of that distinctive content might bed amat is additionally required for
such states to become conscious (and perhaps p@sgaale), are questions which
receive a variety of different answers from adheref the view*? But when that

additional element is lacking from particular eies of such states, they will be

31 |n fact, the view is sometimes wedded to a scepéibout qualia. See, e.g., Rey (1997, 301-04).

% peter Carruthers, e.g., following Michael Tye gsilpain to be a “perceived secondary quality of the
body,” which is phenomenally conscious only ins@aiit becomes the non-inferential object of
another, higher-order mental state. See, e.grutars (2004).
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unconscious. Moreover, the same sorts of condidarthat argue acceptance of
unconscious perception can be marshaled in suppartconscious pain and
pleasure. If the evidence supports the existehstates which, though unavailable
to consciousness, substantially resemble conspainsand pleasure with respect to
their role in the psychic economy, then a good casebe made for viewing them as
unconscious twins of their conscious counterpirtSo much by way of rendering

the part played by unconscious pleasure in wisfilsient innocuous.

Is Basic Wish-Fulfilment Irrational?
A different potential problem for my argument istlone might wonder if the

competence represented by basic wish-fulfilmegeisuinely irrational. For, in the
first place, inasmuch as wish-fulfilling processgpear rather efficient means for
meeting needs of reducing psychic tensions, they-Amima facie—present an air
of practical rationality. However, this appearaisxdeceptive. Perhaps it can be
granted that mechanisms of wish-fulfilment manif§icient, adaptive design. But
to concede that is not to concede the phenomenpretevant sort of rationality/
Indeed, because basic forms of wish-fulfilment @shrendered are automatic
processes, in no wise to be construed as actitmer @vert or mental on the part of

their bearer, they fall outside the sphere of fitattationality altogethet>

3 0n this point, cf. Carruthers (2004).

34 At best it would support the rationality of somgpbthetical designer who has the aim of
constructing efficient, adaptive creatures. Betahnly relevant rationality is that of the beartthe
wish-fulfilling processes him-/herself.

% That is not to deny that the generation of belfafsl other mental states) might sometimes possess
the character of an intentional action and sovighin the scope of practical rationality (cf. throdel

of self-deception in Rey [1988], e.g.). Rathersisimply to say the generation of beliefs (and
hallucinatory experiences) in basic wish-fulfilmeon the Freudian conception reflected in the id-
module, lacks an act-like character.
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Of course, it might bpossible—although textual support would be lacking—
to offer a reconstruction of basic Freudian wishilfaent on which it turns out to be
a species of intentional action: On such a readhmgid could be seen simply as
electing to vividly imagine desired states-of-affavhen the real satisfaction of the
relevant desires is barred. Basic wish-fulfilmewould then be evaluable with
respect to its practical rationality and might epésusibly turn out to be normatively
rational. Indeed, it would be hard to find anythto reproach in such imaginative
episodes when the infant (and perhaps even thegychiid) possesses virtually no
capacity to engage in actions that might resulhegenuine satisfaction of its real-
world desires® But the suggested account of basic wish-fulfilmatthough
possibly of some interest in its own right, is siynpot that which | am propounding
for the purpose of making my anti-normativism argmti’ Instead, | have offered
as an empirical hypothesis an account on which-fvihment dispenses with the
character of intentional action and, thus, is miject to evaluation by standards of
practical rationality. On the present account,gheblem wish-fulfilling processes
pose for normativism rests, rather, on the bredéct¢hewretical rationality they appear
to commit.

But can the question perhaps be raised whetherdiheiy fact, violate canons
of theoretical rationality? It is instructive,Hibk, at this point to compare basic wish-

fulfilment with the sort of wishful thinking (WT,ee p. 167 above) in which wishes

% | am not implying that phantasizing must be iwatl for the older child or adult. However, for
them, unlike the infant, serious question can astlarisavhether, on given occasions, their time might
be better spent in other activities.

3" Nor, as noted, does it appear particularly Fraudiawill be seen, however, that Freud plainly
assigns at least some role to intentional actidhéngeneration of characteristic Freudian phenamen
other than basic wish-fulfilment. | address thiénp at length in the next chapter.
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immediately give rise to beliefs of identical pregimmnal content without the
interposition of any sort of hallucinatory expeen The theoretical irrationality of
WT, in which beliefs are formed wholly at the praimg of wishes, is, | think,
immediately apparent. However, when a hallucinaéxperience is interpolated
between wish and belief, the situation may appelavantly different. For whereas
the beliefs in WT clearly lack warrant, the beligfaNF (wish-fulfilment) might
seem to derive justification from the quasi-sensqyeriences which precede their
formation®® Certainly, in ordinary waking, conscious life, vegyularly form what
look like warranted beliefs on the basis of oursseyn experiences. Might the beliefs
in WF, though false, at least derive warrant frowve quasi-sensory experiences that
give rise to them and, therefore, count as rat®nal

The problem with this line of thought is, I thirtkyofold. First, it
oversimplifies what conscious beliefs formed onlthsis of sensory experiences
require for warrant. The presence of a sensoryasi-sensory) experience with a
certain content does not always suffice to confamant on the corresponding
perceptual judgments. Additionally, there may,dgample, be constraints
concerning how those judgmenisherewith one’s background belief8. To see this,

suppose someone knowingly ingests LSD and halltesrthat there is a gorilla on

3 At the very least, in the case of WF as opposalf Tathere is what looks like @asonfor one’s
belief, and perhaps a good one?

39 Here and in the sequel | cease to distinguish éetvepistemic and rational probity. In fact, | am
inclined to think that epistemology is properly sutmed under theoretical rationality. Against this
view would perhaps count the fact that coherencengnpropositional attitudes (and behavior) is so
often cited as the essence of rationality. Fointakhat as the hallmark of rationality would e>aéu
epistemology from the purview of rationality, aa$¢ insofar as it concerns the formation of indiaild
attitudes (beliefs) solely on the basis of norhades (esp. sensation) or altogether without edeen
but reliably (as seems to apply, e.g., on the Clyeen account of innate tacit linguistic knowledge)
In the present context, the issue is in any casa,stnce my discussion of Chapter Two leaves no
doubt that Davidson intends his charity-princiglesoncern the adherence to epistemic and rational
norms indifferently.

0| am indebted to Georges Rey (personal communigpgfor this point and the illustration.
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their shoulder. If they form the belief that these gorilla on their shoulder in those
circumstances, then plainly their belief would lagikrrant, precisely because it
would fail to cohere with relevant background bisli@bout the effects of LSD, the
likelihood of encountering a gorilla on the loos&;.). But on the account sketched,
wish-fulfilling beliefs are formed quite automatilyaon the basis of hallucinatory
experiences, entirely without regard to coherenite background beliefs. So where
these beliefs are formed against a backgroundl@fbevith which they do not
adequately cohere, they may similarly lack epistemwarrant.

“Fine,” someone might object, “but the id-moduleedmot clearly possess a
fund of background beliefs that might raise proldeshcoherence in the formation of
beliefs by the module.” Perhaps, but this objectmruses too narrowly on the id-
module itself. One form of basic wish-fulfilmetibat constituted by undistorted
dreaming, takes place in the presence of realigated secondary process. So there
will be abundant relevant background beliefs indbgnitive system considered as a
whole. That those beliefs reside largely or whollyside the id-module itself does
not necessarily mean that they are irrelevantdogsses of belief-formation within
the id itself. As has been frequently noted, samdsl of ideal rationalify} actually
seem to require that in processes of practicakla@aretical reasoning any and all
relevant information held within the cognitive st as a whole be brought to bear.
As Lisa Bortolotti observes, one reason a beliefytrihfail to be rational” is that it “is

compartmentalized, that is, it does not cohere wikier beliefs that belong to the

41 And, of course, in the context of an attack oniBiaonian normativism, it is the ideal standarda th
matter.

180



same system and with the rest of the subject’s\ietd (2005, 199)* To the
extent that dreaming wish-fulfilment flouts thisrnaative requirement, its
irrationality (on Davidson’s very high standardgses assured. It represents an
irrational competence that should call into ques@avidson’s Competence
Principle®?

However, some reservations may yet exist with retsjeethe ‘developmental’
argument that | am pressing against the Threshahdiple. For that argument
requires envisioning the existence of the id-moghuier to the development of
reality-oriented belief-formation. But prior toahdevelopment, there will be no
beliefs lodged in the broader system that the idim®will be required to consult in
the course of generating its beliefs. In that ceeconsiderations which seemed to
count against the rationality of dreaming wish-faient appear to lapse with respect
to the unconscious wish-fulfilment that is supposedrecede it developmentally.
But then the developmental argument cannot gaheffyround.

There is a fairly straightforward response to threservations, however.
Granted, such unconscious wish-fulfilment will mount as irrational in virtue of

those considerations that tell specifically witBpect to the developmentally later

“2 Granted, this point would lapse with respect pmbycentric normativism. But Davidson’s
normativism—the version at which my argument laydelels—is uncompromisingly monocentric
(see p. 105, n. 139 above for the monocentric-@olfric distinction).

“3 A slight complication is that, as | discussed m @, Davidson formulates his Competence Principle
specifically with respect to ‘basic’ principles mationality. Are the principles violated by the id
module basic ones in the relevant sense? Thidigogeerhaps admits of no answer, since, as
discussed, it is difficult to formulate an accefatense of ‘basic’ in the context of Davidson’s
philosophy. In any case, the principles violatpgear to be major rational principles. If a
Davidsonian should care to deny their status asichd simply challenge him/her to do so in a way
that avoids beingd hoc
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dreaming wish-fulfilment? But unconscious wish-fulfilment would still seembe
irrational, namely, because the beliefs that amméal in the course of it are massively
unreliable. Judged by the standards of exterralgtbilist epistemology—which
has acquired something of the status of orthodoxgdent decad&s—the belief-
forming mechanism embodied in WF appears to fasiemsiblyf®

Of course, it might be objected that the mechamsnsisting in forming
beliefs based on what seems to be the case (uhkrgsis reason not to), although
resulting in abundant false beliefs in the caseish-fulfilment, functions quite
reliably for human beings when assessed with regpehbeir overall epistemic
performance and, therefore, can bestow epistemicamaeven in the case of wish-
fulfilment. This objection, however, assumes tiha mechanism embodied in wish-
fulfilment is the same one exhibited in conscioakds-formation. But, on its face,
the former appears much more rigid in its operatioseems to lack the qualified
character (indicated by the phrase‘unless thereaison not to’ above) that its
conscious counterpart possesses. Indeed, theoecismpelling reason to suppose
that the id-module, even if stocked with backgrobetiefs, would have to be

sensitive to them in the way that conscious pet@diitelief is sensitive to salient

“** It might be possible, however, to envision theritige system as congenitally stocked with various
theories about the world (a folk physics, folk loigy, etc.). Given the tendency of wishes to ndglec
real-world constraints, there would be a non-rigiglé possibility that beliefs formed by the id vidu
conflict with such innate theories. In that cabe,id could be convicted of irrationality for fiaig to
check for consistency even prior to the developrmésecondary process. It must be conceded,
however, that taking this argumentative tack waudche at the cost of somewhat weakening the force
of the developmental argument: To the extent theh snnate theories are themselves consistent, both
individually and collectively, they would seem teduce the proportion of irrationality in the codyat
system overall. The id’s irrational operation wibuab longer be thsolefactor to consider in judging
whether the level of rationality of the systemddikelow that enshrined in the Threshold PrincifSe.

| shall not press this tack.

5 See Goldman (1979) for a defense of externallgthiéist epistemology.

“® Indeed, aside from mechanisms that mimic reliables but—in a final fit of absurdity—reverse the
sense of the beliefs formed, it is difficult to ceive a less reliable mechanism.
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background beliefs” So the assumption that wish-fulfilment is jusipecial case of
the conscious mechanism is unjustified.

Moreover, even if it were one and the same mechaatdssue in both wish-
fulfilment and conscious perceptual judgment, @aa be made that beliefs formed
through processes of wish-fulfilment are still I&san epistemically virtuous. For
suppose that by chance an odd belief or two forbyean infant’s wish-fulfilling
module turned out to be true. One would hardlgibtgtled to attribute knowledge to
the infant on the grounds that the beliefs in qoastre true and formed by a reliable
mechanism. Thus, it appears to follow that théefein question, indeed all infantile
wish-fulfilling beliefs, lack justification. Sinceven infantile wish-fulfilment falls
short of epistemological-rational probity, the deyenental argument against the

Threshold Principle can stand.

Is Basic Wish-Fulfiiment Arational?
However, an opponent of my arguments may have are trick up his

sleeve. He might try insisting, not on iheationality of the processes on which the
arguments are based, but on tlaeationality, their exemption from evaluation by
rational standards altogetH&r But it is not clear on what basis a case for the

arationality of those processes can be successhadlje. The matter is complicated

“"In fact, as | noted above (p. 170, n. 21), thividFreud is not fully encapsulated. After secayda
process begins to arise, Freud appears to seeczortents as making their way from consciousness to
unconscious. Though basic wish-fulfilment contismte operate (in the dreaming form, specifically),
there is no indication that Freud sees wish-fuldiirhas suddenly qualified in its operation by any
sensitivity to background belief.

8 Of course, in Ch. 3 | addressed an argument thajte to exclude modular processes from the
scope of normativism because they are supposedhiyierential (and, thus, not rationality-
evaluable). Here | address the issue of theiomatity-evaluability directly.
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by the lack of an agreed-upon criterion of ratiétgagvaluability*® Of course, there
are clear cases of rationality-evaluability (conssi decision-making and inference)
and its lack (brute physical processes), but wheteieen those extremes should one
draw the dividing line? Of course, the line sholdkdplaced somewhere within the
sphere of the mental, but perhaps the most stfaigédrd suggestion—that
rationality-evaluability is coterminous with thegpositional attitudes—appears not
wholly adequate, if only because the attitudertertaininga thought seems exempt
from assessment as to its rationality. But leaving general question aside, what
can be said for viewing processes like those ofdlraodule as arational?

There is, of course, a resemblance between wish¥fent and ordinary
episodes of phantasy, and since the latter esadipeal assessment, perhaps one
might be tempted to think the former does as wllt that judgment ignores that
wish-fulfilment on the present account differs frpimantasy in involving belief in the
states of affairs which are imagistically depict®dlhe presence of beliefs would
seem to bring wish-fulfilment into the ambit oficatal assessment. Perhaps,
however, there is some pull towards saying thalh fetiefs, largely insulated from
the wider stream of inference, decision-making, acttbn, should be viewed as
harmlessly arational, not as noxiously irrationBUlt it is not clear that such

innocuousness would remove the beliefs from ratiassessibility. Rather, it would

9 The question does not even seem to have garnareld attention. The very fact that | have had to
coin the term ‘rationality-evaluable’ (on the argtaf ‘truth-evaluable’, which has some currenay) t
pick out one of the two important senses of theigodus ‘rational’, points up this lack of attention

% peter Carruthers (2006) presents an account wduiek implicate beliefs (or, at least, “belief-like”
attitudes) in conscious phantasy, but the releatittides are unconscious. On such an account, a
guestion of the rationality-evaluability of phantasises, just as it does in the case of wishifo#nt.

>L Of course, one can resist this conclusion by dentfiat wish-fulfilment can (or should) be seen as
involving beliefs or, indeed, propositional attiagdaltogether. | consider this argumentative esgrat
below.
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merely undercut the practical point of such assesst If wish-fulfilment involves
belief, then that allows for their assessment lipmal canons of reliability,
coherence, etc. What could plausibly exempt threm that assessment? Moreover,
the beliefs involved even seem to permit of a lohdeason-explanation couched in
terms of the hallucinatory experiences that pretkedm:a comes to believp

because of his/her experience, where ‘becauseiderstood as introducing a
justificatory reason, not a purely explanatory oA@&d where there is reason-
explanation, of course, there is rationality-evhliigy.

Nor is it clear that the proponent of normativislimatelygains much by
denying the rationality-evaluability of wish-fulfilent, at least if the phenomenon is
taken to involve any sort of propositional attituateall. For the reasons which | have
enumerated in Ch. 3, the restriction of the scdpeanativism to a proper subset of
propositional attitudes is highly problematic. Tardy half-way plausible maneuver
available to a normativist (cf. p. 68 above) wolbédto hold that attribution of
attitudes occurs in two phases, an initial rounaiimch rationality-evaluable attitudes
(and, especially, decision-theoretic ones) aréatid, and a second round, parasitic
on the first, in which other attitudes are ascribe®ut the adherent of the parasitic
strategy, then, confronts a dilemma. Either smensaintain that those attitudes are
rationality-evaluable, in which case their irratidity tells against the Threshold
Principle, or she can view them as parasitic olomatity-evaluable attitudes. But in

the latter case, the parasitic strategy breaks ddvem prior to the development of the

2 Thus, though dreams, it appears, are not comnassgssed with respect to their rationality, this
could simply be due to the lack of practical pantioing so. The attitudes involved in dreams are
largely insulated from inference and action.

%3 Let us call this maneuver the ‘parasitic strategy’
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logical, reality-oriented processes of the egorehvell exist only those attitudes
bound up with the id-module itself and, thus, nooreaality-evaluable attitudes on
whose basis the arational attitudes of the id @attyibuted! So the scenario
contained in the developmental argument, whichr@aharacterization tells against
Davidson’s Threshold Principle, on another charazgon tells equally against the
parasitic strategy. Again, to the extent that wighlment involves propositional
attitudes at all, there appears no way for the atikst to resist the force of my
arguments against that position.

But, as mentioned, Gardner’s account of basic viufiiment (on which mine
is largely based) differs from mine precisely imygi@eg a place for propositional
attitudes within that phenomenon. Accordinglyh&k consider what Gardner says
on behalf of his characterization of wish-fulfilmieand whether an alternative one

which finds a place for propositional content candefended.

A Place for Propositional Attitudes?
One quick argumentative route to the conclusia wish-fulfilment—if a

coherent phenomenon at all—must involve proposiieontent is simply to deny
the possibility of non-propositional content. Adiog such a view might mean, for
example, modifying Gardner’s account of wish-fulfént so as to interpret not only
psychoanalytic wishes, but even the quasi-sens@greences they cause as
propositional (see, e.g., Rey 1997, 237-63). Baugh the view that all content is
propositional has its defenders, | prefer not ékatmy defense of a role for

propositional content in wish-fulfilment substalitiaon this controversial premisé.

> Moreover, it's not clear that this approach belitsuffices to yield a conflict with Davidsonian
Charity. For the propositional attitudes whichsuth an account constitute the quasi-sensory wish-
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As noted above (p. 166), Gardner holds thatunnecessary to introduce
belief into basic forms of wish-fulfilment because, thinks, the non-propositional
sensory experience involved in them, (3), sufficesxplain the latter phases of wish-
fulfilment, namely, the feeling of satisfaction),(and termination of wish, (5).
Moreover, Gardner implies that belief could noteemtto infantile wish-fulfilment
and dreaming because infantile mentality and skeegonditions “where there is
insulation from belief” (1993, 125). The suggestis that, on the one hand, belief as
a mental state has yet to develop in the youngirdad, on the other, does not—at
least at the outset—enter into mental activity nigisleep.

Now Richard Wollheim offers a reconstruction osh4fulfilment that differs
from Gardner’s in one important respect, namelgdaing belief as an integral part
of the phenomenon (Gardner 1993, 129-31; Wollhéd@®). As Gardner points out,
for imaginings such as occur in wish-fulfilmentite “effective in gratifying or
providing ‘pseudo-satisfaction’ for a desire [iwish],” Wollheim holds that one
must believe that what one imagines is the cas@3(1®9). So Wollheim’s view
about what is required to explain the feeling dgis$action and termination of wish in
wish-fulfilment differs from Gardner's> But we are all familiar with how a vivid
fantasy (say, of an ice-cream cone on a sweltelayy affords pleasure and is able, at
least temporarily, to alleviate an imperious degig., for relief from heat or thirst).

It is able to do this without any obvious contribatfrom belief, inasmuch as one

fulfilling representation would seem to haveubjectivecontent. That such attitudes should be caused
directly by wishes does not seem to violate rafioloams.

*5 Marcia Cavell’s account of wish-fulfilment in (Cell 1986, 495-507) derives largely from
Wollheim’s and agrees with his in seeing an atgtlike belief as playing a role. She terms this
attitude “proto-belief.” | shall have more to sayout Cavell's view below.
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does not mistake the product of one’s imaginatamédality>® So why not similarly
for wish-fulfilment? Thus, despite Wollheim, Gaetrseems vindicated in holding
that there is na priori reason to introduce belief into wish-fulfilment.

But at least with respect to dreaming, there meg posteriorireason of a
rudimentary sort for accommodating belief in wisliifment. First, there is the
phenomenology of dreams: when one remembers oeahdof standing at a
precipice fearing that one will fall over it, oneesns to remember havibglieved
that one was standing at a precipice. Moreoverming frequently involves the
experience of a variety of—sometimes quite strongieteons (consider, for
example, the emotions which linger after wakingaétpr a sad dream or nightmare).
Further, these emotions are at least often seasiithe content of dreams in a way
that seems to exhibit the same sort of ration#h&g waking emotions typically do.
For example, the fear one experiences while dregquofistanding at a precipice
seems commensurate to the situation of so standiognake sense of this sort of
emotional rationality in dreaming seems to regassuming that emotions
experienced while dreaming are responses to prioaal beliefs in dreaming, just as
waking emotions are responses to waking befiefSo the familiar sort of dream
would seem to involve beliefs. Thus, Gardner’snclthat in sleep “there is
insulation from belief” appears untenable. Thehgbss that perhaps infantile
hallucinatory wish-fulfilment need not involve bedli but to the extent that the

undistorted dreams of young children at all resentthbse of adults, then, the form of

5 But do recall (see. p. 184 , n. 50 above) thiast one view about the processes involved in such
conscious fantasies makes a place for unconschmief-like” states in explaining how such fantasie
afford pleasure.

*"Indeed, if a cognitive theory of emotions is tramotions ar¢hemselvebeliefs.
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wish-fulfilment that they constitute would involbelief. Moreover, there seems no
obvious conceptual bar to the possibility of eitfeem of wish-fulfilmentpotentially
including beliefs. Indeed, there seemsarqriori reason even to rule out
consideration of these forms of wish-fulfilmentdpositional content and all) as
serious empirical hypotheses.

As for the wishes involved in wish-fulfilment, aentioned earlier, Gardner
denies that they are ordinary wishes or desiras, iadeed, that they are
propositional attitudes at afi. In essence, he seems to argue that they are not
ordinary desires by pointing to their different é@ional role. Whereas ordinary
desires are disposed to give rise to actions wdiichto realize those desires’
conditions of satisfaction, psychoanalytic wishesdisposed to cause sensory
experiences which represent those wishes’ objsoxiating>® “Psychoanalytic
wishes,” he writes, “are necessarily engaged irptbeess of wish-fulfilment . . .

which is not true of ordinary, conscious wishes943, 126).

%8 Cavell (1986) agrees with Gardner that psychodicalishes are not ordinary wishes, although she
does apparently regard them as propositional dé&#u

%9 Some care, however, needs to be exercised wieceto the terms ‘wish’ and ‘desire’. How clear
is it, say, that ordinarwishes as opposed to desires, are disposed to givéorsetions? At first sight
at least, wishes do not appear to be decision-#tieally engaged in the way that desires typically
seem to be. In his argument, Gardner does not draear distinction between these sorts of attiud
But there are certainly differences in the wayssiwiand ‘desire’ are used in everyday speech, which
suggests that what is true of the one sort olaltittannot automatically be assumed to be trueeof t
other. Thus, as Marcia Cavell observes, it israrfgnatical fact” that wishing, unlike desire, “da@m
counterfactual” (1993, 166); that is, one can wisghut-not desire—for things one knows not to be the
case. Cavell, however, seems to take this as megg@ot that wishes are wholly distinct from desir
but that they are a species of desire. She wfiéshes are typically desires upon which we might
like to act but know we can or will not” (1993, 288. (Interestingly, Davidson himself repudiates
such efforts to reduce kinds of propositional attés in this way—cf. p. 67 above.) Whatever can be
said for this view, perhaps it explains Gardneaifufe to clearly distinguish between wish and gesi

If wishes are just desires we know we cannot acthem they too could plausibly be seen as entgilin
a disposition to action, but one that perceiveduritstances prevent from being engaged. (I assess
Gardner’s assertion that there is a functionakdéfiice between ordinary desires/wishes and
psychoanalytic wishes below.)
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Pre-Propositional Content
As for psychoanalytic wishes being pre-propositipregrettably, Gardner

provides no real defense of this claim. He meimbpkes a distinction, which he has
drawn earlier in connection with emotions. In thatlier discussion, he distinguishes
between emotions which have particulars and thdsehahave states of affairs as
their formal objects: The objects of the formere‘given by noun-phrases (‘X hates
a’),” whereas those of the latter “by propositioaapressions (‘X hates its being the
case that a is F')” (1993, 96). Citing the Ratnsasupposed unconscious hatred of
his father as an example, Gardner characterizef®timer sort of emotion as “cruder”
in form and, therefore, “unconditional,” in thas mon-propositional character
precludes it from being responsive to justificatarits absence (1993, 97). By
making such a distinction credible with respeatiaotions, he plainly hopes to
render an analogous distinction between ordinaspgsitional wishes and
psychoanalytic pre-propositional wishes plausilsievall.

Whatever one thinks of pre-propositional contergeneral, the first thing to
note by way of response to Gardner is that emotimigswishes are not the sorts of
things to which pre-propositional content is comigaitributed. Usually, such
content is appealed to in connection with percepdiod mental imagery, where what
is intended is content that is altogether non-cpne®. In the case of emotions and
wishes, however, Gardner seems to intend a forooment which, while non-
propositionaljs conceptual in character, although of a logicailyer sort than

propositional content. To the extent that his psgd makes a quite novel use of
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conceptual content, we are justified in demandinGardner that he make a strong
case for the theoretical indispensability of trie{?

Overall, though there appear to be some ground®émgnizing a category of
emotions with non-propositional content, the casns weaker with respect to
wishes or desires. Let us first consider emotiddsless one endorses a cognitive
theory of emotions on which emotions are just eeands of beliefs, the appearance
that emotions can have non-propositional contenbiso easily explained away.
With an emotion like fear, it may be possible tostoue a sentence like ‘I fear Bin
Laden’ in a given context as a mere pragmatic gubstor some longer sentence
with a propositional object like ‘I fear that Biraen could succeed in a terrorist
plot’. Or perhaps one could propose a semantiagtoch a sentence like ‘I fear Bin
Laden’ possesses a hidden logical form involvirfgrence to some rather diffuse
propositional content likéhat Bin Laden will do harm to me or miffe However,
sentences containing verbs like ‘love’ and ‘*hatdijch refer to emotionally-tinged
attitudes, seem to resist this kind of paraphrad§bat suitable propositional content
can one substitute for the object in a sentenee'lilove Greta Garbo’? Perhaps it
will be possible to provide some sort of disposiibanalysis of such sentences;
perhaps, in fact, emotionally-tinged attitudes lieee and hate may turn out to be
dispositions to have a certain kind(s) of (non-d&@ponal) emotion towards an

individual or thing. But until the project of priaing such analyses meets with

% Granted, virtually every psychologist is committedhe existence of concepts. But this
commitment falls far short of Gardner’s notion tttetre are mental states whose intentional contents
are bare concepts.

®1| consider such semantic proposals in greateil detw.
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success, the notion that some kinds of affectiagesthave non-propositional content
must be taken seriousis.

Even if there is a case to be made that some ensatiave pre-propositional
content, the case with respect to wishes appeakesie Any sentence with a desire
verb taking a noun-phrase as its direct object sd¢empermit paraphrase with a
sentence whose object is propositional. For examphe baby wants its bottle” is
perhaps short for “The baby wants to have itsddtivhich latter fails of having a
propositional expression as object only becausdigfngrammar requires—
approximately—that the subject of an object-clavs®mitted when it would
coincide with the subject of the sentence. Indeed,fairly robust theory of the
semantics of verbs like ‘wants’ (and even many eéoneverbs) interprets them as
covertly embedding clausal complements as patef togical form.

In general, there is a question of how to accoontife semantics of what are
called ‘intensional transitive verbs’ (ITVs), verlise ‘desire’, ‘fear’, and ‘look for’
which, though—in at least some of their uses—takiogn phrases rather than
clauses as their objects, create contexts whiclbgdome or all of the typical marks
of intensionality, namely, “substitution-resistanttee availability of unspecific
readings, and existence-neutrality” (Forbes 200%)jus, for example, the verb ‘looks
for’ creates a context that resists substitutionmfeferential expressiosslva
veritateand in which nouns and noun phrases carry noestiat commitment.

Again, in that context, quantified noun phrasesrpeof both specific and unspecific

%2 Note, however, that Gardner’s claim that the latgropositional content must render these
affective states “unconditional” and unresponsiv@ustification is untenable. The best candid&es
such states, love and hate, are—at least typicall/such grounded in reasons as any other sort of
emotional state (cf. Soble [1989]).
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readings: ‘I am looking for a wrench’ could meather ‘There is some particular
wrench which | am looking for’ or ‘I am looking f@ wrench, but none in particular’.
With respect to propositional-attitude verbs, theran account of such phenomena
available in terms of scope: a specific readingesponds to a quantified noun clause
having wide scope relative to the main verb andraspecific reading to its having
narrow scope. Similarly, an account of substitutiesistance and existence-
neutrality might be framed in terms of the distinetbehavior of nouns and noun
phrases when they occur in the scope of verbss Ads prompted some to try to
explain the analogous phenomena with respect ts ii\ferms of scope as well. But
since in standard first-order syntax quantifiedmptrases require an open sentence
as scope and, at first sight, suitable open seases®em lacking for quantified noun
phrases that appear as the objects of ITVs, soendrawn to a view
(‘propositionalism’) on which ITVs covertly embethasal complements. These
complements provide the required scope for the tifiethnoun phrase¥ The
possibility of such a propositionalist account d@sire verbs (and, even many
emotion verb¥) significantly undercuts any support Gardner hdpegain from
linguistic idiom in making the case for a specialegory of pre-propositional desires
or wishes.

Moreover, even if there is (or could conceivably @me sort of wish with

pre-propositional content, it is doubtful that Fatein wish-fulfilment ought to be

% Thus, for example, Forbes (2009, 7) presentsalaing as one propositionalist analysis of the
sentence ‘Lois is looking for an extraterrestrialiis is looking in order to make true the propiosit
that an extraterrestrial is such that she hergalifit.

% Though Forbes holds that a strong case for prtipoalism can be made with respect to desire
verbs, he cites various considerations that seesount against propositionalism with respect to
emotional verbs (Forbes 2009, 7-9). | do not thidwever, that those considerations are decisive.
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interpreted as limited to such wishes for at leéastreasons. First, Freud accords an
important place not just to libidinal instincts kaiso to ego-instincts in his
psychology. Although the former might with—at leastial—plausibility appear to
be directed at some particular object (or sortlpéct) which affords sexual pleasure
broadly construed, the ego-instincts (for self-preation and self-assertion in various
forms) pretty clearly aim at states-of-affaifsOne seems forced to adopt the
propositional idiom in formulating the wishes amigifrom such instincts. Further, in
discussing children’s undistorted dreams, Freudrasiges that aside from the
child’s pressing biological needs (hunger, thiest,), the major source of the child’s
dreams are desires that have remained unfulfillethd the previous day: “A child’s
dream,” he writes, “is a reaction to an experieoicéhe previous day, which has left
behind it a regret, a longing, a wish that hashean dealt with.The dream produces
a direct, undisguised fulfillment of that wiqi1916-17, 128). A wish “to go on the
lake” which Freud cites shortly thereafter as ‘igating” a dream evidently
illustrates this source of dreams (1916-17, 12t such ordinary wishes clearly
have states-of-affairs as objects and, thus, futthdercut Gardner’s claim that the
wishes implicated in wish-fulfilment are pre-projiimsal for Freud®® Accordingly,

| feel that we can confidently assume that sucth@ssare propositionaf.

® Thus, Freud (1916-17, 225) gives an example aearding wish-fulfiiment, albeit in an adult,
which he maintains involves gratification of egmsts well as libidinal wishes. He writes that a
woman’s dream of going to the theatre is a disgligish-fulfilment in which “a satisfaction of her
scopophilia was mixed with a satisfaction of hevistic competitive sense”, the latter particularly
because her presence in the theatre symbolizdsehéing her rivals to the marriage-altar.

% The claim is not necessarily that such ordinassirés receive wish-fulfilmerdltogetherdirectly:
left-over desires could give rise to wishes with Hame propositional content which, in turn, preduc
the wish-fulfilling representations.

7 Even if a good case could be made out that sortfeeaklevant wishes are pre-propositional,
Freudian theory itself seems to require g@hebe propositional; and, in any case, there seems no
obvious reason why thesannotbe.
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But, ultimately, it is not imperative that | insish a place for propositional
wishes in wish-fulfilment. It suffices that belgetbe implicated in that phenomenon.
For the irrationality of the id-module resides le fact that beliefs are formed within
it by an unreliable mechanism and without due r@gaicoherence with other beliefs
within the cognitive system. The instigating wisimerely serve texplainthose
irrational beliefs; they do not strictly play a par constitutingthe module’s
irrationality. It appears, then, that pre-proposial ‘wishes’ could take over the
causal/explanatory role without detriment to myuangnt. Nor does Gardner adduce

any considerations which militate against the phesion’s including belief$

Functional Role
But there remains Gardner’s point that the wishkeglvreceive wish-

fulfilment cannot be ordinary desires inasmuchhay thave a different functional
role. Moreover, perhaps a similar point could Bmwith respect to the ‘beliefs’
that | have suggested must be supposed to be evaivdreaming wish-fulfilment
inasmuch they would not have typical causal originexert influence on (overt)
action. If both of these points are acceptedréisalt is a phenomenon comprising
propositional attitudes but of an unfamiliar satust this, in fact, is the picture of
wish-fulfilment that Marcia Cavell presents in (B3&cf. p. 187, n. 55 above). There
she argues that the lack of action-engagementrtpogpitional attitudes in wish-
fulfilment exhibit precludes them from countingaslinary desires, wishes, or

beliefs. Instead, she characterizes these attitasléproto-desire’ and ‘proto-belief’.

% Gardner's only comment in this regard (noted abpvéd66) is that beliefs are nequiredin an
account of wish-fulfilment.
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Would this impact the conflict between dreaminghafislfilment and Davidsonian
Charity for which | have argued?

Well, first, it is not altogether clear that Gardeesort of appeal to differing
functional role establishes that the attitudes ishwulfilment cannot be the familiar
ones. As mentioned, Gardner implicitly seems suage that ordinary wishes are
just desires accompanied by the belief that theatlgf one’s desire is not (readily)
attainable. This view possesses a certain pldigjland if true, it would mean that
Freudian wishes cannot just be ordinary wishesr(gpate desire-belief pairs) since
the id cannot easily be supposed to possess salty-teased beliefs prior to the
development of secondary process. But this vieardinary wishes requires
defense, of course. As noted, the decision-thieoeaggagement of ordinary wishes
cannot simply be assumed. If they in fact lackhién much of the supposed
functional difference between ordinary wishes areliBlian wishes disappears.
Moreover, it is not a given that ordinary wishesndd equally give rise to imagistic
representations of the wishes’ satisfaction (ifthet corresponding beliefs, as in my
account of wish-fulfilment), although such imagerguld certainly be more subject
to voluntary control than that bound up in Freudaash-fulfilment. In that case, the
supposed functional difference between ordinaryfreddian wishes might seem to
lapse altogether.

Moreover, Gardner’s appeal seems to rest on acphatiview of the
semantics of mental vocabulary which Georges Ry ‘@priori functionalism’
(Rey 1997, 186-87). This is a variety of functilssra which takes the specification

of the relations constitutive of mental stateseabnceptual truths and, thus,
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knowablea priori. It contrasts with what Rey terms ‘psychofuncéilism’, which
views mental states as natural kinds whose caakes are scientific essences to be
discoveredh posteriori(1997, 187-89). On this latter view, in advante o
investigation, it seems possible that the besthpdggical theory could turn out to be
one where one and the same kind of mental staghésj say) could have a dual life,
as it were, sometimes exhibiting the familiar chuskations of wishes, sometimes
those of the desiderative element in wish-fulfillnelore precisely, it might belong
to the causal role of wishes, say, to behave inli@mvays in one set of
circumstances (when conscious, e.g.) and in unianwiays in a different set of
circumstances (when unconscious, etc.). If psyahcifonalism is the correct view
of the semantics of mental terms, then, psychoéinalyshes and beliefs could turn
out to be just the ordinary ones, despite jarya faciefunctional differences
between them and their familiar counterparts.

Again, it is not a given that beliefs, wishes, ver desires, will turn out to
have the sort of essential relations to outwaraadhat both Gardner and Cavell
take for granted in arguing for the distinctnessmlinary attitudes from Freudian
ones. Georges Rey describes an approach to foattm, ‘molecular
functionalism’, which allows that particular kindé mental states might be defined
without reference to action (1997, 194-96). Onaerstandard ‘holistic’
functionalism, mental states are typically defiadicht once with respect to their
functional role in a network of causal relations@mpassing all kinds of mental
states, as well as behaviors, physiological states, But molecular functionalism

permits kinds of mental states to be defined inllemelusters (‘molecules’), perhaps
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with those clusters themselves organized hieraatiiavithin cognitive systems. As
Rey points out, one advantage of this sort of fiometism is that it accommodates
the intuition that a system could lack some famiiad(s) of mental state and still
count as possessing a mffidMore pertinently, as Rey observes, ‘it finalljoafls
us the possibility of completely freeing the idén#tion of a psychological state
from any tight connection with behavior. It's peetly open to the molecularist to
suppose . . . that few (if any) of the states dlsystems of the mind are actually
defined in terms of actual behavior” (1997, 19B)ut in that case one cannot rely, as
Gardner and Cavell do, on psychoanalytic attitudeparent lack of a (direct) link to
overt action to argue their distinctness from cadyrbeliefs, wishes, and desires.
Indeed, the defining functional features of thds#es could turn out to be entirely
internal.

But even if they are better construed as distyyes of attitudes, this would
not automatically cancel the irrationality of draaghwish-fulfilment comprising
such merely belielike and wishlike propositional attitudes. Although matters are a
bit murky at this point, it is not implausible toitk that any attitudes with the
respective directions of fit of wishes and beliefserted into the structure of mental
states constitutive of wish-fulfilment would yiedeh irrational structure. So we do
not necessarily need to resist Gardner’'s and Cawdlims that the states involved
are novel types to sustain the conflict betweerhygfilment and Davidsonian

Charity.

 Thus, Rey writes, “e.g. people who can't feel painpsychopaths who don’t form the usual
personal attachments, can surely have beliefs asides and other perceptions” (1997, 194). As Rey
points out, if states are hierarchically organizbdse at the top of the hierarchy could drop doitev
leaving the rest intact.
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But this makes Cavell's stance towards wish-fuléhmin (1986) somewhat
puzzling. Cavell’s philosophy of mind is that of@mmitted Davidsoniaff
Moreover, in her article she offers her accounwish-fulfilment not just as an
interpretation of Freud but as account of what@hely takes to be a real
phenomenon (1986, 496). But, as | have suggeswed, on her own interpretation
that phenomenon fundamentally conflicts with Daweidan Charity! Moreover, her
account evidences a willingness to countenancatthbution of certain kinds of
propositional attitudes even to infants, whichdlie the face of Davidson’s exclusion
of infants from that form of intentionality. PepgwmCavell thinks she avoids conflict
with Davidson because she takes him to limit tlepeaf his interpretavism (and
Charity) to just familiar propositional attitudeBut as | suggested above (p. 68), he
apparently takes himself to be offering a genezabant of propositional attitudes.
Granted, Cavell can escape conflict by narrowirggsitope of Davidsonian
interpretavism. But, as | have argued in Ch. Byikiishing the ambitions of that
theory entails a corresponding diminishment ofritsrest—and plausibility* In
fact, one might expect a Davidsonian like Cavelbpd for a view of wish-fulfilment
like Gardner’s which denies that basic forms afiviolve propositional content at all.
But, of course, as | have argued, this tack itseltimately—fails to dissipate the

conflict with Davidsonian Charity.

9 Although Wittgenstein has also influenced herkhig (cf. Cavell 1993).

™ As | pointed out, it seems unlikely that thereidddoe two entirely disjoint constitutive bases for
propositional content. And to the extent thamesuitable non-interpretavist basis would need to be
sought for the unfamiliar propositional attitudBsyvidsonians would face the—perhaps recalcitrant—
problem of explaining why that basis is unsuitedeove for the familiar propositional attitudes as
well. So a limitation of the scope of interpretawi such as Cavell seems to require renders it
unsatisfyingly narrow, implausible, and unstable.
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In sum, my argument against Davidsonian normatiyisased on the
scientific possibility of a module embodying proses of basic Freudian wish-
fulfilment, withstands a number of objections thaght possibly be raised against it.
This argument should itself suffice to raise sutiséh doubt about the propriety of
normativist claims that typical charity principlesnstitutea priori constraints on
mental agency. However, in the following chaptasiden out my argument to take
in nonbasic forms of Freudian wish-fulfilment as wellstsne other characteristic

Freudian phenomena.
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Chapter Five: An Argument From General Freudian
Phenomena

Introduction
Although my argument thus far has focused onlyasic forms of wish-

fulfilment, it is interesting to consider whether analogue of my argument can be
run with respect to a broader array of Freudiampheena. Whether it can or not
will depend on just how those phenomena are tonblenstood. Accordingly, |
consider which of several possible accounts ofdhgi®nomena appears to be
Freud’s own, and whether when so interpreted, élevant phenomena put pressure
on normativist principles. My focus shall be ldggéhough not exclusively, on the
various less basic forms of wish-fulfilment whiotcarding to Freud develop
subsequently to the infantile forms previously dibsd. Key interpretative questions
which | address include the following: whether Fham phenomena possess an act-
like character, that is, whether at bottom theyaateons, or the causal consequences
of actions, performed by the unconscious; and @tigely what sense neurotic

symptoms, parapraxes, etc., constitute wish-fu#its for Freud.

Freudian Phenomena
Roughly, the psychological phenomena at the hddteudian theory divide

into two classes: (1) defense mechanisms suclpassgon and resistance that

function to make (or keep) contents unconscioud,(@8hthe various forms of wish-
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fulfilment, both basic and non-basic, that ariseatsets for defended-against

contents

Defense Mechanisms
Of the defense mechanisms, repression is priményough it, wishes which

are unacceptable to consciousness because thdigicarth the moral standards
incorporated into the superego are consigned bgdbeo the unconscious.
Moreover, memories of traumatic experiences or masavhich are merely
associated with traumatic experiences (and, thiexefan the risk of evoking
traumatic memories) are subject to repression.isRege, in turn, occurs when the
ego instigates behaviors that serve to fend offdethat threaten to raise repressed
contents to consciousness. In particular, a patietneatment may act precisely so as
to sabotagehat very treatmerft. How repression and, especially, resistance might

operate in detail will occupy us subsequently.

Characterizing Forms of Wish-Fulfilment
Adequately characterizing the various forms of wiglfilment requires some

length. Aside from infantile hallucinatory wishHitment and the undistorted dreams
of young children, Freud counts as forms of wislifoent such varied phenomena
as the distorted dreams of older children and adpéirapraxes, jokes, and neurotic

symptoms like the bodily manifestations of convemsihysteria and the obsessive

! Strictly, because the various dreamwork processes a censoring function, they should be
reckoned among defense mechanisms. But becatiseiio€entral role in non-basic wish-fulfilments,
| treat them under the latter heading.

The classification given is rough partly becauseuBrdescribes some phenomena involving wishes
that more resemble straightforward satisfactioas thish-fulfilments. Thus, for example, as | sugge
below, Freud sees the unconscious as sometimesdékelf to realistic means in order to achietge i
ends.

2 S0 described, the irrationality of such resistamppears patent. But | postpone consideratioheof t
irrationality of this and the other Freudian pheeom
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thoughts and symptomatic acts of obsessive-conguulsiVhat is peculiar to these
forms of wish-fulfilment is that, in some sensethvear a disguise.

Freud famously wrote that “dreams are the royadl toahe unconscious,” by
which he meant that an appreciation of the distreatontents and modes of
operation of the unconscious is most readily gldana consideration of the
character of dreams. And it is with respect tadre that Freud expounds in greatest
detail the nature of disguised wish-fulfilmentss the child grows, the infantile
wishes of the id become unacceptable to consciessa&d are subject to the
repressing forces of the ego and superego. Aaugigdithe possibility of a
straightforward satisfaction for them through actay even of an undisguised
‘gratification’ of them through dreaming wish-futent is closed off to them.

Hence, according to Freud, they find their way tess direct expression: “. . . we can
say of an infantile dream that it is the open foiént of a permitted wish, and of an
ordinary distorted dream that it is thesguisedulfiiment of a repressed wish . . .”
(1916-17, 217). This disguise is effected throtlghprocesses collectively known as
the ‘dreamwork’. The dreamwork consists of thaous processes by which the
wishes instigating dreams in adults (the dreanaeft content’) are rendered
unrecognizable in the dream-imagery which expregssa (‘manifest content’).
These processes most centrally include condensatidmisplacement, whose
operation (cf. p. 164 above) Freud sees as a deasic feature of the id.

By ‘condensation’, Freud understands “the fact thatmanifest dream has a
smaller content than the latent one, and is thusblneviated translation of it” (1916-

17, 171). Especially, it refers to the fact thatént elements which have something
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in common” are “combined and fused into a singlgyun the manifest dream”
(ibid.). Thus, for example, “different people” in tfednt content may in the
manifest content be “condensed into a single o 'Freud notes, such fusion
makes the original sources unrecognizable (thesebying the function of dream-
censorship), rather in the way that taking “sevpradtographs on the same plate”
makes the resulting image “blurred and vague” (1916172). By ‘displacement’,
Freud understands the process in which “a latembeht is replaced not by a
component part of itself but by something more reshand, secondly, “the psychical
accent is shifted from an important element omatlaer which is unimportant, so
that the dream appears differently centred anag&'a(1916-17, 174). With respect
to the former, the item replacing the latent elenfenelements—cf. condensation)
will be one that bears some sort of similarity trev associative connection, however
tenuous, with the replaced itéhiThe creations of the dreamwork, then, rendered
unrecognizable in their import by such processesahble to escape the repressing
forces of ego and superego and enter consciousndgsturbed.

The pattern which Freud describes with respecteards, of course, he
claims to discern in a number of other psychic pieena as well. Thus, a neurotic
symptom (or at least particular features of i§upposed to be a manifestation of
latent unconscious thoughts, though the link isleeed unrecognizable through the
distorting influence of dreamwork-like process@$wus, for example, Freud describes

an obsessive-compulsive patient, a woman of alminty twho, Freud writes,

% In some instances, the replacing element will tasvd from a relatively stable stock of “symbols,”
the common inheritance of humanity (or a cultutdeast); in others, they will constitute more jattier
associations. In either case, however, it is égdehat the “meaning” of the replacing element be
opaque to consciousness. Indeed, the link betwegdacing and replaced element may be so remote
as to depend on a mere punning, verbal connection.
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“performed (among others) the following remarkattbsessional action many
times a day. She ran from her room into anothgfhheuring one, took up a
particular position there beside a table that staddle middle [with a
prominent stain on its tablecloth], rang the betltier housemaid, sent her on
some indifferent errand or let her go without careg then ran back into her
own room.” (1916-17, 261)
Freud connects the symptomatic act to an inciderthe woman’s wedding-night
about ten year’s prior. Her husband had been iemppobut not wishing to be
ashamed before the chambermaid when she madedhkébbkad poured ink on the
sheet, “but not on the exact place where a staildvaave been appropriate” (262).
On Freud’s interpretation, the woman’s symptomaticessentially repeats the
traumatic scene, only in such a way as to corteitt the obsessional action, “the
stain is in the right place,” and, thus, “she wig® &orrecting the other thing, which
had been so distressing that night . . . his lex,husband’s] impotence” (262-63).
“[1]n the manner of a dream,” the symptomatic agresents as fulfilled an
unconscious wish on the part of the woman thathisband had not been impotent.
As in a dream, the origins of the act in the worsdraumatic memory and
unconscious wish, to which it bears such significaralogies, is concealed by the
distorting influence of the dreamwork. By displa@nt, elements of the memory and
wish are replaced with items with which they argoagatively or symbolically
connected, for example, the bed with the tablelétier being, according to Freud, a
regular symbol for the former) (262)Most crucially, Freud maintains, “This

symptom was fundamentally a wish-fulfilment, jukela dream . . .” (299). Similar

remarks apply to less pathological phenomena ssigbkas and parapraxes.

* The concept of displacement constitutes sometbiimggenus for Freud. In fact, Freud identifies a
number of more specific processes by which unconsctontents are rendered unrecognizable in
dreams, symptoms, etc. On these various processe§uppes and Warren (1980).

205



A Clinical Portrait
To get a fuller appreciation of Freudian phenoméwoayever, it will be

helpful to describe in a little detail the cliniqatture presented to Freud by a case of
a nineteen-year old girl suffering from a combioatof agoraphobia and obsessional
neurosis (1916-17, 264-69). In his descriptiothefcase, Freud mentions that she
had become very irritable, especially towards hether, depressed, given to
indecision and doubts, and unable to cross wigetsiby herself. But Freud dwells
particularly on a “sleep-ceremonial” the girl hagvdloped, to the consternation of
her parents. On the pretext that she needed ghietiequired that all clocks in her
bedroom be stopped or removed, and that all flgyests and vases be collected so
they would not disturb her sleep by falling oved dmeaking. She herself admitted
how feeble a justification her need for quiet pd®ad for these measures. Moreover,
that she required the door to the hallway betwesrrdom and her parents’ to remain
open altogether contradicted her alleged motivitheOaspects of her sleep-ritual
concerned her bed. She demanded that her pillow®uach the bedstead, and that
the smaller topmost pillow form a diamond agaihst below. On this pillow, her
head had to be placed along the center-line ofiidm@ond. Moreover, she would
take pains to collect the feathers of her eiderdatvane end before placing it on her
bed; but then she would immediately smooth oufeéhéhers that had so
accumulated. While performing these rituals, sbeld be assailed by doubts that
she had done them successfully and be forced &atépem. As a result, an hour or
two would pass in which she remained awake and lkexpparents from sleeping as
well. Freud’s initial efforts to interpret the pait's symptoms were met with

resistance: “I was obliged to give the girl hintslgoropose interpretations, which
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were always rejected with a decided ‘no’ or accgptéh contemptuous doubt”
(266). Gradually, however, the girl came to whalbcept Freud’s interpretations
and, in proportion as she did, her symptoms disagole

Freud interprets the girl's removal of clocks tsere her sleep thus: The girl
had been disturbed by repeatedly having been awdkeith a throbbing in her
clitoris from sexual excitement. When the symbaddilationship between ticking
clock and throbbing clitoris is seen, then herstesice upon removing the clocks is
recognizable as an expression of her fear of b&nagwakened. Her precautions with
regard to flower-pots and vases is partly explaiedugh the fact that “flower-pots
and vases, like all vessels” are “female symb@®@§7(. Moreover, free-association
to the ritual led the girl to recall an incidentwich she had cut herself on a vase and
bled profusely, which memory led her, in turn, @gall her anxiety at a later date that
“on her wedding-night she would not bleed and wdhlgs fail to show that she was a
virgin” (267). Thus, Freud interprets her “pregans against vases being broken” as
“a repudiation of the whole complex concerned witiginity and bleeding at the first
intercourse—a repudiation equally of the fear efling and of the contrary fear of
not bleeding” (267).

As for the patient’s rule that pillow and headlwbaot touch: the girl admits
that the pillow had the meaning of a woman for bieg,headboard that of a man. So
Freud interprets the rule as a means “by magi&etp her mother and father apart,
that is, from having sex. This interpretationtresgthened by the fact that she
remembered as a child having achieved this aim moeetly. First, she had

simulated fear so that the door between nurserypanehts’ room would remain open
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(an arrangement preserved in her sleep-ceremamaer, she would be permitted to
lie between her parents in their bed, and eveakie the place of her mother when
she grew too big to be comfortably accommodateddsst them.

The patient’s gathering of feathers in the eidenddike pillows, a female
symbol) represents her mother as pregnant, whelstbhsequent smoothing of it out
Freud interprets in terms of the girl's long-stargdfear of her mother becoming
pregnant with a little competitor to herself, as/ére. As for her placing her head
along the center-line of the diamond formed by $midbw atop large pillow: The
small pillow stands for the daughter, the largéopilfor the mother. The diamond
serves as a universal symbol of female genitdimhead, of the penis. So this aspect
of the ritual represents her “playing the man aqacing the male organ by her
head” (268).

While noting that several distinct phantasies ulléne girl’'s symptoms,
Freud finds their “nodal point” in the girl's erotattachment to her father: In short,
the girl was suffering from an Elektra complex. s$peculates, further, that this may
explain the girl's hostility towards her mothersHall recur to the particulars of this

case and Freud's reading of them in the setjuel.

Interpretative Issues
Various interpretative issues arise when one censiBireudian phenomena

like those exhibited in the preceding case. Inpitesent section, | consider these

issues in detail.

® | shall refer to the girl as Elektra.
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Intentionalism
Probably the most fundamental question is whatFoéeid assigns to

intentionin the production of these phenomena. As seweraimentators point out
(see, e.g., [Gardner 1994] and [Smith 1999)), tieeereading of Freud that views
such manifestations on the model of the practigédgism. On this view, a
symptom, say, is an intentional action; it is perfed for an (unconscious) reason,
namely, because one (unconsciously) degirsd believes that the symptom is a
means to achieve Following Smith, | shall refer to this view asténtionalism’®

In fact, adherents of intentionalism might be tesdpib see any or all stages of the
process by which on Freud’s account symptoms, a&te.produced and sustained in
such terms: (1) the generation of symptoms and atlisvard manifestations, (2) the
generation of wish-fulfilling imagery and dream3) the repressions which consign
wishes (and other unacceptable contents) to thensewus and, thereby, preclude
their straightforward satisfaction, and (4) thes&sce which wards off forces that
threaten to bring those unconscious contents teaiousness.

The intentionalist reading of Freud has sometinoesd favor among those
committed to a hermeneuticist approach to the rfemgl, Flew [1956] and Toulmin
[1954]). The advantage of this reading for tharareuticist, of course, is that it
assimilates the pattern of psychoanalytic explanat the rationalizing pattern

which they see as at the heart of folk psycholagyl, thus, it supports the

® Intentionalism as here understood requinesonsciouseasons which rationalize symptoms,
parapraxes, etc. Many will hold that symptomatitsalike the obsessive-compulsive’s rituals, pérmi
reason-explanation in terms of an agent’s consaiesges and beliefs. Elektra, for example, jiestif
some of her rituals in terms of her desire notea@tvakened during the night. Perhaps she would
justify others simply in terms of an intrinsic desto perform them. It cannot merely be taken for
granted that explanations of her acts in such temasot genuine reason-explanations of them.
(Whether they are or not raises complex issued #ngtlore below [see p. 217, n. 17].) But if treg
genuine reason-explanations, they are not theoariconscious reason an intentionalist account of
such phenomena requires.
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methodological and ontological subsumption of psyatalysis under folk
psychology. Particularly relevant is the varietyraentionalism encouraged by
Davidson’s reading of Freud (Davidson 2004c) widehs symptomsgj@aspecies of
irrationality)’ as the effect of interacting compartments. ThaDghiidson conceives
of the interaction itself as brute causal (cf. p4 Above), effects within one
compartment relate logically to their distal cau@esiefs and desires) in another
compartment as actions do to the reasons thahedize them. So a Davidsonian
reading of Freud can be seen as a kind of intealism.

Was Freud an intentionalist? It is difficult talge with any confidence the
precise extent of Freud’s application of the ratiaing pattern of explanation.
Cavell (1993, 180), for example, emphasizes thatitFs “last revisionary work on
repression and related mattersthibitions, Symptoms and Anxi€iy926)—builds
squarely on a reason-explanation model.” But eaagher there are unmistakable
intentionalist elements in Freud’s theory. Thugud describes the case of a middle-
aged woman suffering from delusions of jealousyie @ay she divulges to her
housemaid that “The most dreadful thing that cdwdidpen to me would be if | were
to learn that my dear husband was having an affair(1916-17, 249). The next day
she received a note in which her husband was ag@ideving an affair with a girl
whom the maid hated. Although the woman immedyagalv through the ruse, from
that day forward her confidence in her husbandisliy was shaken, despite the fact

that she had no good reason whatsoever to suspelctibband. Freud interprets the

" In fact, whether and how symptoms, etc., shouldd®n as irrational requires careful consideration.
In principle, an intentionalist reading of Freudgimi seem to open up the possibility diyper-

rational interpretation of Freud on which Freudian phencangectually turn out, not just rationalizable,
but normatively rational. More on this subsequentl
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woman’s delusion of jealousy so: Unconsciously,woenan is in love with her son-
in-law, a fact which occasions considerable guilthe woman. To assuage this guilt,
she contrives by means of the housemaid to obtadeece, however flimsy, to
support a delusional belief in her husband'’s irfige On Freud’s reading, then, the
woman’s initial revelation of her fear to the hoosed must be seen on the model of
the practical syllogism: she unconsciously dediwasbtain evidence of her husband’s
infidelity and undertakes a means to its attainfient

Another clear illustration of Freudian intentiorsafi arises in connection with
the tablecloth-lady (see p. 204ff. above). Freudrprets the symptoms she exhibits
(including her ritual involving the tablecloth) tid'By means of her symptoms she
continued to carry on her dealings with her husbane learnt to understand the
voices that pleaded for him, that excused him, pdhim on a pedestal and that
lamented his loss” (1916-17, 273). In particukaeud writes, “Although she was
young and desirable to other men, she had takawy pvecaution, real and imaginary
(magical), to remain faithful to him.” The ‘readrecautions referred to include the
fact that “[s]he did not show herself to strangemd she neglected her personal
appearance . ...” Here again one see meanglgfaaivardly employed for the

attainment of a desired end on the model of thetjoal syllogism®

8 This is not to say that it would be impossiblgiinciple to hypothesize some non-intentionalistic
mechanismiesponsible for the woman’s behavior. But, athis case, where the intentionalist reading
appears most natural and Freud gives no indicatiosepudiating it, | think it can safely be ascibe
him.

Note, by the way, that it is only the woman'’s reuien of her fear to the housemaid that | am
addressing here. | do not consider, for exampletier Freud would explain the woman’s delusion
of jealousy itself intentionalistically. Nor dacbnsider such questions as why an unconscious sénse
guilt should require relief, why producing the d#n demands that evidence be manufactured, or
how such flimsy evidence forms a sufficient basisadich to rest the delusion.

° Perhaps one can also see the aspect of Elekieajs-gtual (p. 206ff. above) whereby she insibgt t
the door to the hallway between her room and hegrig’ remain open as a realistic means to achieve
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But there is another, somewhat more complicatetifeaf the case of the
tablecloth-lady that seem to fit the intentionatigtattern as well. In particular, Freud
maintains that “the deepest secret of her illness thiat by means of it she protected
her husband from malicious gossip, justified hgrasation from him and enabled
him to lead a comfortable separate life” (263)eue’'s point is that the woman,
although “struggling with an intention to obtaitegal divorce” because of her
husband’s impotence, uses the illness itself teigeoher husband a reason to
separate from her in a way that allows him to gage. Moreover, with respect to
Elektra, Freud writes, “We . . . may suspect thatlsad become so ill in order not to
have to marry and in order to remain with her fétf273). In each case, Freud
posits a clear means-end relation between thenpatiiness and a supposedly
desired end.

Such intentionalism necessarily complicates theupecof the causation of the
symptoms of illness. [ shall turn to the quessbortly how Freud conceives of the
causation of symptoms in detail. But this mucblésar: by and large he construes
them as wish-fulfilments. Thus, as we have seesydroffers interpretations of the
rituals of the tablecloth-lady and of Elektra thisgw them as substitute-satisfactions
for unconscious wishes or desires. So, for exanfpiéktra’s insistence that her
pillow not touch the headboard should be seenvastafulfilment of her desire to
keep her parents apart. But inasmuch as Freucasaegention to remain with her

father behind her illness as a whole, that intentimst alsdkecomes part of the

her supposed aim of preventing her parents fronmbaex. A complication in this case, however, is
the fact that Freud links this aspect of her ritodher having feigned fear as a young child sottha
door between nursery and parents’ room would rempén. The associative connection with the
earlier behavior may suggest that the later ritaal more the character of a symbolic, wish-fulfdli

act than of a measure undertaken to realisticalyexe an end.
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causal story of her symptom. So the intentionak$eud posits with respect to the
iliness as a whole would seem to entail at leaseasure of intentionalism with
respect to symptoms themselv@s.

Anti-Intentionalism
Yet many more-recent commentators interpret Freack®unt of symptoms

and other wish-fulfilments non-intentionalisticallyhus, for example, Gardner
writes that “the true form of psychoanalytic ex@tan makes a clean break with
practical reasoning” (1994, 497). Again, endaggsamti-intentionalism’, Smith
interprets parapraxes, symptoms, etc., as mereifestations of wishes,” whereby
he intends “a mode of causation less constraingtidogontent of the wish than the
conclusion of a practical syllogism involving théstvas a premise” (1999, 173).
Aside from the views of commentators, there’s e that the trend of Freud’s
discussion of the dream-work is to see it as pegsgshe character grocessot
action; and with respect to symptoms specificdlywrites, “. . . dealing with a
conflict by forming symptoms is after all an autdim@rocess . . .” (1916-17, 385).
Moreover, problems arise when one tries to fit sggmpformation, etc., into
the mold of the practical syllogism. It requirgsiauting to the unconscious truly

bizarre beliefs to the effect either that a givemptom constitutes the attainment of

1 Things quickly become murky when one asks howcthesal contributions of the two desires relate,
the desire behind the illness as a whole and thigedbehind the symptom as wish-fulfilment. Doythe
over-determine the symptom? Do they both enteniidnalistically into a process of practical-
reasoning that simultaneously seeks to “kill twalbiwith one stone,” produce an illness and afford
substitute-satisfaction? Or does the intentiopramluce illness merely avail itself of non-
intentionalistic wish-fulfilling psychic mechanismsorder to achieve its end, as if it were turnary
machines? This last model of the production of ggrms especially rather interestingly combines
intentionalist and non-intentionalist elements.t &eother model might see the intention as taking
over responsibility for the symptoms when the awttiermechanisms that initially generated them
begin, for whatever reason, to give out.

1 Compare also Cavell (2002) on defense mechani$egression, along with more specific defense
mechanisms like displacement, consists of purpesgjwasi-automatic, nonintentional mental acts.”
12| this context, it is worth noting the existerafeefforts to model such processes in non-
intentionalist computational terms (cf. p. 17026.above).

213



an object of (libidinal) wish or serves as a mdariss attainment. Thus, in
connection with Freud’s view of paranoia as a dsguiwish-fulfilment for
homosexual desires, Adolph Griinbaum writes,

In the psychoanalytic explanation of a paranoidelsisional conduct, can the

afflicted agent be warrantedly held to have “rea$dor his/her behavior such

that he/she unconsciously believes it to be a mehagaining the fulfillment
of his/her homosexual longings? Can the paranmaesarrantedly said to
have unconsciousintendedhis delusional persecutory thoughts and

comportment to accomplish his erotic objective&tibaum 1984, 76-77)

The point Griinbaum highlights is not that it is wspible that the
unconscious might possess such bizarre means-&atspleut merely that one would
need strong evidence to attribute such beliefswéver, as Gardner notes, an
intentionalistic account confronts a major explamaburden: “Where do such
irrational desires and beliefs come from, and wigythey not integrated into, and so
dissolved away by rational mental functioning?”449497).

Nonetheless, even with respect to wish-fulfillingrgptoms, Freud sometimes
uses what might appear an intentionalistic ididrhus, of Elektra’s requirement that
her pillow not touch the headboard, Freud writebge“wanted—by magic, we must
interpolate—to keep the man and woman apart—th&b separate her parents from
each other, not to allow them to have sexual ioignse” (1916-17, 267). Again,
Freud writes of the tablecloth-lady that “she hakknh every precaution, real and

imaginary (magical), to remain faithful” to her tmasmd (273). Taken at face value,

Freud’s phraseology suggests, in the case of Elettat she separates pillow and
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headboard as a magical or imaginary means to alirevend of separating her
parents:>

Because the actions undertaken are not realistmsi® the desired ends,
Freud qualifies them as ‘magical’ or ‘imaginarBut question arises as to what these
adjectives signify in this context. Whatever ailsggic as it has been practiced in
various cultures includes, presumably it involbetiefsthat particular actions are
effective for achieving specific ends that appeadounded from a scientific or
broadly naturalistic standpoint. So perhaps Fieardactually be taken as attributing
to Elektra the absurd belief that keeping her pilemd headboard apart is a means to
separate her parerits.Accordingly, it is worth considering in some dejast what
intentionalist account of symptoms and other wiglfitments might be suggested by
Freud’s phraseology.

Magical Intentionalism
First, we can quickly reject as un-Freudian cenpaissibleintentionalist

accounts of wish-fulfilments because they do nofudtice to the magical aspect on
which Freud appears to lay emphasis. Thus, onle emvision that the unconscious,
prevented from seeking satisfaction for a libidiwah unacceptable to
consciousness, simply chooses to engage in sotnéyaas a pleasurable, second-
best substitute for the activity which would fuigtisfy its wish, just as someone
unable, say, to realize their dream of playing @sefonal sports might find some

compensation in competing on an amateur levelcddfse, such an account

3 Moreover, perhaps the separation itself couldyin, be seen as a means to the further end of
preventing her parents from having sex.

4 However, | shall consider below whether Freud rigit allow the possibility that the girl, in the
very act of separating the pillow and headboartljadly believes that she is directly separating her
parents, in view of the symbolic identificationedias made between those items and her father and
mother. If so, then the form of magic that is masalogous to Freud’s view of symptoms, etc., may
bevoodoo
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confronts the question how symptoms, etc., whiehadimost symbolically or
associatively connected with libidinal wishes dnkedo serve as pleasurable, second-
best substitutes for the true objects of one’srdé3iBut leaving that question aside,
such an account simply fails to do justice the taat wish-fulfiiments for Freud
clearly lack the character of realistic satisfaacsi@f desires, even of desires for things
chosen as second-best substitutes for more ultiobg¢ets of desird®

More in keeping with Freud’s phraseology is anoact which sees wish-
fulfilments as chosen as “magical” means to desareds. Of course, as | noted,
many recent commentators reject the intentionalrstading of Freud which requires
attributing to the unconscious bizarre beliefs thgtven symptom constitutes the
attainment of a (libidinal) wish or serves as a ns@ its attainment. Can Elektra,
for example, really believe that by separatinggkow from the headboard she is
preventing them from having sex? However, ret¢et Freud describes her as taking
the pillow to have the meaning of a woman, the headl that of a man. Perhaps
what looks like a merely symbolic relation is adiyyaomething stronger: maybe the
girl can be literally seen as unconsciously idgmg the pillow with her mother and
the headboard with her father. In that case, shddypossess unconscious belief (or
belief-like) states with the conterglow = motherandheadboard = father In the
presence of such identities, separating the pidod headboardonstitutesseparating

her parents, and so separating the pillow and reeadlwill appear a serviceable

15 Can the unconscious, for example, be supposeloisechysterical paralysis as a substitute for tirec
satisfaction of an Oedipal desire?

'8 Granted, | have suggested that Freud views thenseious as sometimes reaching for realistic
means to achieve desired ends, but the relevamophena should for that very reason not be
accounted wish-fulfilments.
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means to the end of preventing them from having Jée girl's symptomatic act,
then, can perhaps be viewed as performed on thelmbthe practical syllogist:*®

Where would the odd identity-beliefs come from2hags they could be seen
as spontaneously generated by the id itself thrasgbciation, insofar as they do not
represent fixed, innate symbolic relationshipse €go would then be called upon to
prevent the id from expressing contents unacceptabtonscious sensitivities.
Censorship would be exercised by the ego as tohnduatents are fit to be expressed
as symptoms, etc. Alternatively, suitable idenbigliefs could be seen as introduced
by the censorship itself: Only those fit to genestmptoms, etc., sufficiently

unobjectionable to conscious sensitivities neethtveduced into the id. Granted,

Y There are some complex questions about agencydhgqumith intentionalism. In performing her
symptomatic act, the girl seems to have both aaious intention that makes no reference to her
parents and a conscious desire-belief pair that.d®@e question arises then which is her genuine
intention in acting. Both ‘intentions’ would sed¢mhave the appropriate logical relations to héioac
S0 as to rationalize it. Does the girl have twiertions in performing the act? Do the two intens
taken together constitute a compound intentioroafessort? Perhaps the simplest picture of the
situation is to see the conscious intention agths genuine intention in performing the act: the
contribution of the unconscious desire-belief paduld be limited to its part in producing the
conscious intention. The story might go like tAike girl unconsciously wishes to separate her
parents to keep them from having sex and beliéhattsshe can do so by separating pillow and
headboard. So she unconsciously decides to imfilantlevant desire into her consciousness. dn th
case, thergvould be an unconscious intention upstream of the gidigon but it would not be her
intention in performing the action (in principlepwiever, even this element of unconscious intention
might lapse from the account: the conscious inbentb separate pillow and headboard could be
viewed as a mereausal consequenad an unconscious desire to do so). Alternativiiigugh, it

might be possible to see thaconsciousntention as the girl's real intention in perfongithe action,
with the conscious ‘intention’ as a mere epiphenoomeor confabulation. For example, the model of
agency bound up in Rey’s accountafifasia(see p. 117, n. 19 above) sees action quite ggnasa
determined by one’s unconscious beliefs and preée® (one’s ‘central’ attitudes), with conscious
beliefs and desires demoted to the status of nammned’ attitudes. What holds of actions in gehera
would apply in particular to symptomatic acts ltke girl’s. | am not in a position to judge thala
one of the variants of intentionalism just canvessamore plausibly Freudian than the others.
However, such details as those that divide thewifit versions may, as | discuss below, bear on
whether and how wish-fulfilments turn out to betional.

18 perhaps it is not inapt to say that on the presecaunt the id is susceptible to confusions betwee
symbols and the things they symbolize. As a re#udan lead to an individual's behaving towards
symbols as if they were their referents. It isjiing to suppose that voodoo involves a similat ebr
confusion. Note, further, that Freud asserts‘Mairds were originally magic . . .” (1916-17, 17).
Apparently, he identifies a primitive tendency timfuse symbols and things symbolized in a way that
mirrors the operation of the id on the present anto
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however one fills in the details, the resultingeimionalistic account may look
extravagant. But as Freud himself suggests, newspinptoms are themselves often
quite strange and may call for surprising explanalypotheses (1916-17, 268-69).

Intentionalism Applied to Arational Acts
It is interesting to consider whether something like intentionalistic account

of Freudian phenomena | have limned could applytatis mutandisto what are
sometimes referred to as ‘arational’ (or ‘expres$iactions, which bear some
resemblance to symptomatic actions. Arationabastare supposed to be intentional
actions that are not done for a reason, at ledsim®that involves the agent’'s
viewing the action as good in some respect(s)varidh are typically explained
through the agent’s being in the grip of some (sgjeemotion (Hursthouse 1991).
For example, an individual’s jumping for joy appe&r be an intentional act that
could well be performed without the individual’'slieging that the jumping
subserves some further aim or exhibits any pagragbod-making qualities at all.
Everyday explanation of the act would confine ftsgpically to citing the agent’s
strong feeling at the time: “l was so happy | joatl to jump.*®

What is interesting in the present context aboohsrational actior&is that
they often exhibit something like the symbolic esaciative identifications that mark
Freudian symptomatic acts (and other Freudian phena). For they often involve
behavior directed towards items symbolic of, ooagged with, the person (or thing)

that is the object of one’s emotion. Thus, forragée, someone enraged with an

19 Or more fundamentally, an explanation could singppeal to the agent’s desire to jump: “She just
wanted to jump.” Reference to emotion, | thinkyldobe seen as an indirect explanation of the actio
it explains the desire that directly explains thgéaa.

? The designation of such acts as ‘arational’ issthouse’s. Her choice of this designation seems
intended merely to highlight that such acts lackagsical rationalizing explanation in terms of a
belief-desire pair. Ultimately, she avoids comimgtherself to the view that they lack reason-
explanation altogether, let alone the view thay tthe@ not permit rational evaluation.
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individual may destroy “her picture, letters or gats from her, awards from her,
books or poems about her; the chair she was wasit o, locks of her hair,
recordings [of] ‘our’ song, etc.” (Hursthouse 1998). In such a case, it is tempting
to suppose that one acts on such objects becassepossible or imprudent to act
on the object of one’s emotion itself. So perhidyase is some plausibility in seeing
an individual’s destruction of a picture of his ahieg wife, say, as a causal
consequence of a desire to destroy the woman hersieh is denied real
satisfaction. Locating a desire behind the aetddition to the emotion felt begins to
enlarge the analogy with Freudian symptomatic acts.

Of course, a big difference between such aratiaots and symptomatic acts
would be that in the former case there would bestason to suppose that the relevant
desire is unconscious, even temporarily. In masyainces, for prudential reasons
there may be a suppression of diractiontowards the object of one’s emotion and
desire, but there need be no suppression, let aggmession, of the emotion and
desire themselves. So it is difficult to tell argtthat explains arational acts precisely
along the lines of the account of Freudian wisHifuents | have just described. The
processes and acts the account refers to canang @iith the pivotal desire, simply
be transposed into consciousness with any plaitgibTertainly, the agent in
performing an arational act has no awareness aalgtforming an intention to, say,
do violence to his cheating wife, let alone throtegring up her picture!

However, the fact that the pivotal desire is comssidoes not necessarily
preclude a role of the unconscious in generatiafaral acts. One way to

accommodate the unconscious is along the linesegkRlistinction between avowed
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and central attitudes. On Rey’s account, oneissciouslesire to harm one’s
cheating wife would amount to a mere avowed atifwehereas the central attitudes
genuinely responsible for one’s (non-verbal) adiammuld remain subconscious,
even if some of them, in effect, amount to uncamseitwins of one’s conscious
attitudes. Thus, corresponding to one’s avowedea&s harm one’s cheating wife
could very well be a central desire with the sam@ent. Accordingly, the
possibility opens up of that central desire’s camrig with one’s unconscious,
central beliefs in intentionalistic fashion to pucg arational acts on the model of the
practical syllogism. By analogy with the suggestedntionalistic account of
Freudian phenomena above, one would simply nesdpose that a central belief
arises temporarily whose contenpisture = wife

So it is possible to envision an account of attleame arational acts—
namely, those with a seeming symbolic or asso@&@atharacter—that corresponds
fairly closely to the intentionalistic account afefidian phenomerfd. The possibility
of explaining arational acts in this way shouldhferce one’s impression of the
potential value of the intentionalistic accounfoéudian phenomena itself as an
explanatory hypothesf$. Greater clarity on the matter of intentionaligrawever,

will be possible after addressing another questigrortant for the interpretation of

21| largely leave to one side the question how aaieg of arational acts that do not obviously pata
of a symbolic character might be explained. Howgleote that Hursthouse mentions a category of
arational acts that are “explained by anger wittnimate objects” and consist in “doing things that
might make sense if the things were animate,” kanaple, “kicking doors that refuse to shut and cars
that refuse to start” (1991, 58). Once one alltvespossibility of central beliefs as odd as those
embodying symbolic identifications, one is unlikédybridle at the possibility of (temporary) anitigs
central beliefs as well.

2 The possibility of explaining some arational d@ntthis way belies Hursthouse’s assertion (1991,
63n6) that “the fascinatingly symbolic nature ofrmaf the examples of arational action” does not
“yield anything helpful” in reconciling such actstiwvthe standard picture of intentional acts as
permitting explanation in terms of belief-desirérpa On the account just sketched, at least ae$udfs
arational actslo permit such explanations, albeit in terms of a@nd'g unconscious, central attitudes.
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Freud’s view of symptoms, parapraxes, distortedmise etc.: Precisely in what sense

does Freud take them to Wesh-fulfilment®

The Nature of Wish-Fulfilments
In asking in what sense these phenomena are ‘wisih¥fents’, the problem

is not that which Freud himself raises with respgedistorted dreams, namely, that
the existence of anxiety-dreams, in view of thesoowus displeasure they occasion,
seems to run counter to Freud’s claim that all skeare wish-fulfilments. Freud
solvesthis problem by consigning the wishes such dreamsilifudhd the pleasure
they afford to the unconscio@®.Rather, the problem that | want to highlight isrm
general, attaching to pleasant and unpleasant drablke, as well as neurotic
symptoms, etc. Insofar as all these phenomendiexihe distorting influence of
dreamwork-processes, it is difficult to understand/hat sense they can ‘fulfill’
wishes from whose contents they will typically ktardiverge. The difficulty is
brought out by re-considering Wollheim’s accountha essence of wish-fulfilment
(cf. p. 166, n. 12 above). Wollheim distinguishe$ween satisfaction and
‘gratification’ (ostensibly, ‘fulfilment’ in Freud sense) of a desire so:

my desire thap is satisfiediff p

my desire thap is gratified iff it is for me as ifp (Wollheim 1979, 47)

% “No doubt,” Freud writes, “a wish-fulfilment mubting pleasure; but the question then arises ‘To
whom?'.” Freud answers his own query: “a dreamdis relation to his dream-wishes can only be
compared to an amalgamation of two separate peoplg1916-17, 215-16).
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But at first sight at least, it is difficult to seewhat sense my dream tltpinvolves
(is?) a state of affairs in which ‘it is for meia®’, whereq andp—owing to the
dreamwork—are very different conterfs.

Now one interpretation of how symptoms, etc., camish-fulfilments, |
think, can be quickly dismissed. As | noted, Fretrdsses the plasticity of wishful
impulses within primary process. He writes of tmebility of cathexes’ whereby
one libidinal wish within the id can surrenderingensity to another. This possibility,
Freud maintains, explains how frustrated impulss=dmot always lead to illness: “if
the satisfaction of one” of the sexual instinctsffustrated by reality, the satisfaction
of another can afford complete compensation” (1916345). Moreover, Freud
thinks that within certain limits, sexual instin€exhibit a large capacity for changing
their object,” a capacity which is notably evinagedhe phenomenon of sublimation,
where a (genetically related) aim is substituted itk no longer even explicitly sexual
and, because socially approved, can be openlygedul This may suggest that in
non-basic wish-fulfilment the wish-fulfilling eleméconsists in satisfaction of a
descendanof an initial repressed libidinal wish. So, for example, the woman’s
imperious desire to summon her maid to view thmsthtablecloth might be seen as
a causal descendant of an inadmissible wish thalf permits of straightforward
satisfaction.

However, Freud emphasizes that the possibilitiesdch substitution are

decidedly circumcised (uh . . . | mean circumsatipeand that it is precisely in cases

24 Similarly, with respect to neurotic symptoms, ebe.what sense, is it for the woman summoning her
housemaid to the table with the stained tabledstif she were her former husband giving proofisf h
potency to their former chambermaid? Or in whatsds it for a patient with a hysterical paralysss

if he is satisfying some unconscious libidinal Wish

% Or, in the case of distorted dreamshailucinationof the satisfaction of such descendant desires.

222



of pathology where such protections, particularyiew of “libidinal fixations”
(346), are least availing. So it would be a mistakview neurotic symptoms, etc.,
on the model of sublimations as relatively straigiward satisfactions of substitute-
desires’® Freud stresses that “symptoms offer nothingireile way of satisfaction”
(301) and, as noted above, Freud asserts thatrtiamaoy distorted dream,” for
example, “is the disguised fulfilment of a repreksash” (217). He does not
maintain that it is the open fulfilment ofderivativeof such a wisK’

Freud’s view, rathemgppearsto be that there is a layer of hallucinatory
gratification underlying the less basic sorts adlwfulfilment. This emerges from a
telling passage in which Freud compares symptomdtion to dream-formation.
With respect to the latter, he observes, “The drpesper, which has been completed
in the unconscious and is the fulfilment of an ursmous wishful phantasy, is
brought up against a portion of (pre)consciousvagtwhich exercises the office of
censorship and which, when it has been indemnipednits the formation of the
manifest dream as a compromise” (359-60) Thusjd-ew¥idently takes the notion of
latent dream quite seriously, as an unconsciodaduatory precursor to manifest
dream. What is more, he posits the existencehallacinatory experience (like the

latent dream) to which neurotic symptoms bear ntbhersame relation as manifest

% Theremaybe a place for desires that are derivative oliheonscious in symptomatic acts (like the
woman’s above) which constitute an individual’s scipus motivations in performing the act (cf.p.
217, n. 17). But such acts will not be wish-fuifénts for Freud because they satisfy these sujgdrfic
desires. And, in any case, such desires do n& &ay obvious role in symptoms (e.g., hysterical
paralyses) which lack an act-like character.

" Because of their distinctive character, then, isudtions escape the rough classification of Fraudia
phenomena presented above into defense mechanisihwgish-fulfilments. Note, further, the contrast
between Freud’s account of sublimation and theetsanf intentionalism that regards symptoms, etc.,
as selected as pleasurable, second-best subsfdutbs objects of one’s unconscious wishes ()21
Freud’s account of sublimations is not intentiostadince it makes no reference to unconscious ehoic
or agency. Moreover, whereas in sublimation ométil unconscious wish is dissolved or
transformed into a conscious successor, on theaeténtentionalism the initial unconscious wishes
behind symptoms, etc., remain intact.
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dream to latent dream: “the symptom emerges aswy-tiraes-distorted derivative of
the unconscious libidinal wish-fulfilment” (36050 the puzzle I raised as to in what
sense symptoms, etc., constitute wish-fulfilmepisears at least partly answered
inasmuch as on Freud’s account their genesisrlieac¢onscious hallucinatory wish-
fulfilment. This connects them with the sort ofdgfication’, the ‘as if'-experience,
that Wollheim identifies as central to wish-fulfiémt.

But it leaves unanswered in what sense symptoms,aeethemselvesvish-
fulfilments—rather than mere causal consequencéseofi—as Freud insists that
they are’® One intriguing idea how symptoms, etc., mightbsigned a more
significant role within the less basic forms of h4lfilment comes from considering
whether an account of pretend-play that Carrut{#986) has developed,
incorporating elements of Damasio’s theory of pcattreasoning and motivation
(Damasio 1994), can be adapted to fit key casegsbi-fulfilment. Though this
approach, I think, ultimately fails to yield a sdé#ictory gloss on Freud’s view of
symptoms, etc., as wish-fulfilments, it is wortmsalering, nonetheless, for the
illumination it sheds on that view, and becauserésaltant theory, although not
following Freud to the letter, represents a potdlytivaluable account of symptoms,
etc., that retains much of the spirit of Freud'scamt.

Wish-Fulfilments as Pretend-Play?
In the present context, what is interesting abamr@hers’ account of

pretend-play is that it attributes something ofighafulfilling function to children’s

pretence, and this raises the question whetherdhmotic’'s symptomatic acts (and

% For example, he writes, “the symptoms serve ferphtients’ sexual satisfaction; they are a
substitute for satisfaction of this kind, which th&tients are without in their lives” (1916-17, 29%e
certainlyseemgo mean by this more than just that the symptomsiae-effects of a process in which
patients receive a substitute-satisfaction.
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perhaps other characteristically Freudian phenojmaight be seen as wish-fulfilling
along broadly similar lines. On Carruthers’ acdparchild’s episode of, say,
pretending to talk to Grandma on the telephoneeusing a banana as a prop is
interpreted by her unconscious, belief-generatioguies as an episode of talking to
Grandma on the telephone. Her (unconscious) reptason of herself as talking to
her Grandma, in turn, is taken as input by her emat systems, which leads to
emotional rewards much like those which would erfsoim the actual event. As
Carruthers writes, “by representing what she isgastalking to Grandma she is
able to generate many of the same feelings andiy@msimotions as would be derived
from the real thing. Althougkheisn’t [consciously] fooled by her pretence into
thinking that she is actually talking to Grandmer, Bmotional systenere so fooled,
and respond accordingly” (2006, 297).

In Carruthers’ terminology, “the child’s enactmentalking to Grandma
guasi-satisfieher actual desire to talk to Grandmagid.). Such quasi-satisfaction
seems to correspond in all essentials to the $tasaof’-experience (‘gratification’)

which Wollheim identifies as central to Freudiarskfulfilment®° Accordingly, the

290n Carruthers’ view, it is only the girl's emotirsystems which are fooled into thinking that she
actually talking to Grandma. Other systems reprielser as doing so only in a distinctive
suppositionafashion.

30 Carruthers is aware that his account requires ssatmration in order to serve as a general account
of childrens’ pretend-play. Thus, for example describes a case where a child pretends he isda dea
cat, not because this promises to quasi-satisfydasire he can plausibly be supposed to have, but
because he anticipates that the display will arhisaudience (2006, 298). Again, a child may
pleasurably pretend that his father is a monst#magh such a state-of-affairs, if real, would asion
nothing but horror. Adapting an idea advanceddies aestheticians, Carruthers tentatively suggests
that the child’s pleasure in such a case may démra his ability to control his emotional response
“For at any moment, by reminding himself that tisi®nly a game, and that no one is really going to
hurt him, he can close down the pretend inputsg@imotion systems, hence shutting down or
modulating their response. And this might (in fhedent way) be pleasurable” (2006, 299). Here the
presence of a background belief that the pretestitd-of-affairs is not real is essential to thiditsth

of the pretence to afford pleasure. However, tiesgnce of aonsciouselief that nop in no way
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guestion arises whether a symptomatic act, saygthstrictly a doing ok, might
similarly give rise to an unconscious representatiat one is doing, which, fed to
one’s emotional systems, may lead to emotional r@sv@unconscious pleasure)
because one has a desire thandoubtedly, there are significant differences
between Carruthers’ account of pretend-play arslabcount of less basic wish-
fulfilment—including the fact that in the case olh-fulfilment the relevant desire
(or wish) is unconscious—but the latter would nmetiie general structure of the
former! Again, the merit of such an account would be thassigns to the
symptoms themselves activerole in the gratification of unconscious wishesai
way that might warrant seeing them—as Freud evigeloes—ashemselvesvish-
fulfilments

However, an account of this sort might seem to rmotfproblems as an
account of non-basic Freudian wish-fulfilment.the first place, it requires
attributing a large degree of confusion to the mscous in its interpretations of
symptomatic acts. Even a case like that of thietédth-lady—which on its face
looks favorable to the present account in viewhefdnalogy between the
symptomatic act itself and what, according to Fretuepresents—presents
difficulties. For the account to work, the ladysconscious must be seriously

mistaken about such things as the time at whicltab&on occurs, who she is

militates against the supposition that the chittisotional systems are privy to anconscioudelief-
like representation that

%1 presumably, in the case of wish-fulfilment, elaiimms like those—mentioned in the previous
note—required to deal with children’s pretend-glajull generality will be unnecessary. The
pretence involved will uniformly serve the purpadejuasi-satisfying unconscious desires.

|t is worth noting as well that Carruthers’ accoahpretend-play, more or less as initially
formulated, might also serve as an explanatiom@dtional acts’ that partake of a symbolic characte
Such an explanation might appear less extravapgantdne framed on the model of magical
intentionalism.
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summoning to see the tablecloth, what sort of dlifextablecloth is, and even who
the agent of the action is, since on Freud’s reabar symptomatic act represents her
husband’sown display of his potency! Furthermore, the iieifisy of such an
account appears even less in—typically Freudian-esasere the dreamwork avails
itself of merely verbal, punning associative lifletween latent contents and their
conscious representatives. So, for example, ia¢gsunt of the Ratman (1909, 188-
89), Freud describes how “[o]ne day while he wasuwmmer holidays the idea
suddenly occurred to him that he was too fat [Gertdack] and that he mugsnake
himself slimmefl Subsequently, he developed the practice ofitepthe table before
dessert and running up the mountainside in theinoimer sun. This symptomatic
act is explained when it is revealed that the wombam he loves had appeared at
the same resort at which he was staying in the eompf her cousin Richard,
thereby evoking his jealousy. So Freud interpilgsRatman’s compulsion to lose
weight as a veiled fulfilment of the desire “tolkiis Dick.” That the dreamwork,
according to Freud, makes use of such remote, l{pesgernal associations” as the
verbal one between Richard and fatness rendedetree of analogy between
symptomatic act and what it represents exceedslgit. It might seem farfetched
indeed to view the Ratman’s unconscious as so sedfthat it interprets his efforts
to lose weight as attempts to kill said Richard!

A way beyond this impasse, however, may be suggiésteonsidering
Carruthers’ account of pretend-play in a little mdetail. Carruthers himself must
confront the question how the mind-reading systemes to interpret a child’s

pretence that it ig-ing as an episode a&fing when, in fact, it is nat-ing at all. The
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issue becomes particularly acute when one considats child’s pretend-play
includes episodes in which they pretend to be somether than themselves (an
astronaut, say), maybe even living at another {iike a cowboy).

Now in his account (2006, 299-300), Carruthersgassthe central role to a
mind-reading system which, taking the non-concdpgaeceptual input generated by
the child’s pretend-play as input, yields a congapinterpretation of that act as
output. Aware of the appearance of a mismatch é&tvihe input and the required
output, Carruthers suggests that the mind-readisigs will be assisted in bridging
this gulf by visual and verbal imagery evoked ia tourse of the pretente.Thus,
as a child pretends to talk to her Grandma, shegerierate imagery of her Grandma
and telephones as well of the “words uttered ortaigrrehearsed” during the
episode (2006, 300). Perhaps, abetted by thisnre#ton, the mind-reading system
will be able to conjure up the required interprietat

Carruthers mentions but rejects an account whislgas the mind-reading
system “privileged access to the contents of thie’'shown intentions/action
schemata that generate and guide her movement36,(300). Carruthers is
committed to a view of self-knowledge which, likgl&s, largely assimilates first-
person and third-person meta-cognition (see, €ayruthers [2009b]; Ryle [1949]).
On this view, one infers one’s own mental statesl @ctions), just as one does
another individual’s, primarily on the basis of aveehavioral and contextual cues.

Although Carruthers departs from Ryle in permittihg mind-reading system direct

33 carruthers note, further, “Like all other beliefrgerating systems, it [i.e., the mind-reading syjte
will be receiving its perceptual inputs ‘taggedt the pretend or suppositional status of the actido

this will be a crucial cue for the mind-readingtsys, telling it to set to work to interpret the peived
action as suppositional, searching for a conteatttch to it that can make sense of it” (2006,)300
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access to content of an imagistic character, fdoua reasons he regards an
architecture that credits mind-reading with acd¢esatentions and other
propositional attitudes as unlikely. However, he present context—the adaption of
Carruthers’ model to symptoms, etc.—the sorts gbignal considerations that
Carruthers would cite do not carry quite the sareght. Accordingly, an account of
non-basic wish-fulfilment inspired by Carruthertscaunt of pretend-play could posit
a link, not betweeronsciougntentions and mind-reader, but betwe@conscious
intentions and mind-reading system. In that cpsghaps the typically quite large
discrepancy between the content of the symptoraatiand its meaning, as it were,
could be satisfactorily bridget.

However, it's not clear how far this idea can bshmd as an interpretation of
non-basic Freudian wish-fulfilment. As noted, pafrthe appeal of the present
account is that it seems to assign symptoms,a&et@usal role in the gratification of
unconscious wishes. But it seems implausiblettt@eRatman’s mind-reading
system, even supplied the content of his unconsamsh to kill Richard, can conjure
up an ‘as-if’ experience corresponding to the contd that wish from the perceptual
input generated by his weight-losing efforts. Thismatch between input and output
appears too great. Indeed, even in cases whedgsttrepancy is considerably less—

ones more like Carruthers’ example of a child usinzanana to pretend to talk to her

34 Could the sorts of cues that Carruthers highlightisual and verbal imagery, etc.— even be
supposed to be available? Freudian theory’s comemit to unconscious sensory imagery is
fundamental; but it may a bit much to suggest thathought processes of the unconscious are darrie
out to the regular accompaniment of verbal imagéyanted, verbal associations, slips of the tongue
etc., loom large in Freud’s view of the operatidrthe unconscious, but to admit that falls far stdr
crediting the unconscious with a kind of mental-sobalization. So, apart from the considerations
mentioned in the text, it may be necessary to agbig mind-reader direct access to unconscious
intentions in order to make up for the lack of suehbal cues.
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Grandma—I am doubtful that the account can debwsthing phenomenally like an
‘as if’ experience.

Carruthers’ view of perception lays great weightlos role of
conceptualization. And it is true that, in a chise that of Wittgenstein’s famous
duck-rabbit (Wittgenstein 1958, 194), whether oaecpives the figure as a duck or
as a rabbit has much to do with the concepts tleadetivated while viewing it.
Indeed, it even seems possible to determine omgteption by imposing one or the
other concept on the figure in a top-down fashiblowever, one would think that the
part played by conceptualization in perceptioniteabmits. Thus, though one can
choose whether to perceive Wittgenstein’s figureitger a duck or as a rabbit (by
imposing the relevant concept), one cannot playsibbose to perceive it as, say, a
spider or starfisii> Presumably, this is because in such a case kuitah-
conceptual sensory input is lacking. So, similaoly the present account it is a
stretch to hold that—at some unconscious levelsHior Elektraas if she were
separating her parents in separating pillow fromdbeard®® Nonetheless, because a
representatiors delivered to her emotional systems with the cargeparating
mother and fatherer desire may count as being gratified, allme#t non-
phenomenal manner: her emotional systems can Ipose to respond with pleasure

to theinformationthat the desired state is realized. So althohgiptesent account

% To be sure, theris a sense in which one can se&sy where these items furnish utterly discrepant
sensory input. Thus, for example, one can imagimacting student given the exercise of seeing a
coffee mug as a dagger. However, ‘seeing as’dhgbnse just amounts to ‘pretending thigty’. On
Carruthers’ account of pretend-play (and similavlth respect to its Freudian application) the child
seeghe bananasa telephone in this sense, but her mind-readistesyis supposed seeheras
talking to Grandma in a more literal, quasi-peraapsense. It is this latter sense that is ateigsithe
present discussion.

% Or even on Carruthers’ original account of pretptay that it is for the chil@s if she is talking to
her Grandma.
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of symptoms does fail to find room for one key edégrtnof Freudian wish-fulfilment,
a robust ‘as if’ experience, it does corresponBrgudian theory in some other
respects.

It may be a weakness of the present account, howeatdeast as a
reconstruction of Freudian theory—that it would abtiously permit application to
every class of phenomena which Freud regards dsfuliilling. Perhaps besides
symptomatic acts the account could apply to distbdreams, at least insofar as their
manifest content represents the dreamer perforsonge action. The dream-imagery
could conceivably be fed to the unconscious ancethyebecome available for
(re-)interpretation by it. However, the current@ent would not seem to permit
application at all to symptoms which lack an ak&lcharacter, for example,
hysterical paralyses. For the account limits tile of unconscious interpretation to
the assignment of content to consciously perforaatbns such inert states as
paralyses would seem to escape its s¢bpe.

The Pretence Account vs. Magic Intentionalism
At this point, it is worth comparing and contragtihe model of wish-

fulfilment suggested by Carruthers’ account of @nettplay with the magic
intentionalism that also seemed to correspargbme respectsith Freud’s

pronouncements about wish-fulfilments. In thetfptace, the former accouwbuld

37 0Of course, on an intentionalist reading such nestéttions as hysterical paralyses actions (or at
least the effects of actions). However, even omtantionalist construction, they would seem tb fa
out of the scope of the present account, sinceardiywtheyappearto lack the character of actions
(indeed, for defensive purposes, it is crucial thay appear to lack that character). So they dvaat
seem to provide the right sort of perceptual inpwa mind-reading module.

Ultimately, however, | wish to leave open the poiisy that the present account (or a modificatain

it) mightbe able to accommodate even manifestations tblatla explicit act-like character. Indeed,

if the mind-reader performs its interpretative wankre on the basis of accessed intentions than
perceptual inputs, symptoms’ lacking an explicitlide character may pose no insuperable barrier to
interpretation.
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count as a form of intentionalism as well, since&ould attribute the genesis of wish-
fulfilments to unconscious intentions. But the t@o of the relevant intentions
would differ from those of magic intentionalismhdy would not be intentions to
actuallyrealize unconscious wishes but, rather, intentiomsetendthat one is doing
so: Elektra’s episodes of separating pillow anddbeard, for example, would be
explained by an intention to simulate separatingheofrom father. Moreover, as a
result, the account would seem to require compiigahe structure of the
unconscious. Whereas on magic intentionalism iltsmately, the same
unconscious that both generates wish-fulfilling ifestations and interprets them as
realizing one’s unconscious wish, on the pretemcewnt there would, it appears,
need to be a split between the unconscious modwerpartment generating the
pretence and the unconscious compartment thatvescthie interpretation of the
pretence. Otherwise it is hard to see how the nswous would in any sense be
‘fooled’ by the pretence as required by the account

Note, further, that in certain respects magic itibgralism more satisfactorily
accords with Freud’s characterization of non-bassgh-fulfilment. On magic
intentionalism, the unconscious contents from wisgmptoms spring include odd
identity beliefs, such gsillow = motherandheadboard = father So whereas the
pretend-play account had some trouble explainirvg the@ unconscious could be so
confused as to interpret symptomatic acts like ek as satisfying unconscious
wishes, magic intentionalism provides a straightBond explanation. Since Elektra is
supposed to have these odd identity beliefs, shactually be held to experience her

symptomatic acasa separating of her mother and father. She caujyeosed to
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have the sort of ‘as if’ experience that appeatsetaentral to Freud’'s understanding
of wish-fulfilment®® Magic intentionalism, then, assigns a role to sms, etc., on
which they can clearly count as wish-fulfilmentsitiselves: they will be judged by
the unconscious as satisfying its wishes and, tberecan plausibly contribute to the
wishes’ quiescence.

However, though magic intentionalism yields a fagatisfactory sense in
which—at least some—symptoms, etc., might be seavish-fulfilments, it fails to
do justice to the fact that Freud actually seeniedate the crucial element of
gratification (the ‘as if’-experiencéjeforethe symptoms, etc., in the causal chain,
not after it as does the present account. As n@e23 above), Freud appears to see
unconscious hallucinatory wish-fulfilment as antésea to both distorted dreams and
symptoms, etc. In fact, the less basic forms shwulfilment apparently presuppose
the infantile hallucinatory form, with symptomsggtmerely constituting an extra
link inserted in the chain leading from wish thrbugs if'-experience to the wish’s
guiescence. This circumstance, in fact, may pagha direction of aon
intentionalist reading of wish-fulfilments.

The Anti-Intentionalist Reading of Wish-Fulfilment
David Livingstone Smith explicitly recognizes thepgndence of less basic

forms of wish-fulfilment like symptomatic acts apdrapraxes on the basic,
hallucinatory form (Smith, 174-6). Discussing agmaxis in which Freud forgets to
send his proofs of his pamphlet “On Dreams”—acceuydo Freud's self-

interpretation, as a result of a wish that the waokbe published—Smith offers the

3 Even the Ratman can perhaps be supposed to expeties efforts to lose weight as killing Dick
(see p. 227 above). For the identificatory bellaégic intentionalism refers to could concern atdio
just as well as other categories. Thus, the Ratoald be supposed to have the bdlighming =
killing.
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following account: “(1) Freud wishes not to ha@n'dreams’ published/\y), (2) Wi
conflicts with his [conscious] wish to have ‘On dnes’ publishedW\,), (3) Freud
repudiatedM;, (4) Freud unconsciously represewsas fulfilled and (5) this brings
about Freud’s forgetting the proofs” (1999, 175-7Essentially, on Smith’s account,
then, a frustrated wish leads to hallucinatory widfilment and, in turn, some sort of
manifestation like a parapraxis or symptom.

But such an account does leave it somewhat puzirlimdnat sense
symptoms, etc., are themselves wish-fulfilmentler€ is no easy answer to this
qguestion. Perhaps it suffices if they can be asslgomerole in bringing about the
guiescence of the wishes which instigate them. iBstleft uncleahowa
symptomatic act, say, can lead to the quiescentteeafish that gave rise to’t.

The account of symptoms, etc., based in Carrutlaecsunt of pretend-play had the
merit of attempting to explain how in terms of im@ning mechanisms: symptomatic
act gives rise to an ‘as if-experience which,umt leads to the wish’s quiescence
(where this latter mechanism, though unconscicusssentially a familiar one—we
all know that imaginative episodes can lead togihiescence of desire€).And

magic intentionalism makes a similar appeal to 9pmg’ role in generating ‘as if-

39 Of course, there is much else that remains unigiaon Smith’s sort of account of wish-
fulfilments. With respect to basic wish-fulfilmeitself, Freud notes that he gives no account of a
central element of the dream-work, namely, “thedfarmation of thoughts into a hallucinatory
experience” (1916-17, 213). Moreover, specificalith respect to the less basic forms of wish-
fulfilment, as Smith points out, there is the peghlof explaining how hallucinatory wish-fulfilments
give rise to such manifestations as parapraxesamgtoms (1999, 176). Of course, Freud’s appeal to
dream-work processes like condensation and displessegoes some way towards filling this gap, but
not quite the whole distance. For example, thetbe difficulty of explaining what Freud calls &h
choice of neurosis,” that is, of explaining jugiat pathology (or other manifestation) will resultan
given case. Again, there is a question why sudvand manifestations are required at all: Why does
the underlying hallucinatory wish-fulfilment notffoe to appease the relevant unconscious wishes?
“00f course, | have raised some doubt that the paepéay account caactually accommodate an ‘as

if experience. But, even so, the account graptspoms the sort of causal role in producing
unconscious emotional rewards that justifies vigutimeem as wish-fulfilments.
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experiences. But why on an account like Smithzusththe Ratman’s compulsive
exercise, say, (temporarily) still his wish to Kiis perceived rival Richard? Freud,
however, fairly clearly takes the symptoms, etchave this role. And perhaps their
possession of this role is ultimately enough torasatr Freud’s view of such
manifestations as wish-fulfilments.

I ntentionalism or Anti-Intentionalism?
So where are we left in settling the issue betwemtionalism and anti-

intentionalism in the interpretation of Freud? RWieéspect to wish-fulfilling
phenomena, the weight of evidence seems to be sbat@n the side of anti-
intentionalism. Magic intentionalism is supportsdsome of Freud’s phraseolddy
and the fact that it provides a clear sense in lwhignptoms, etc., would be wish-
fulfilling. However, that Freud apparently locatee crucial ‘as if’-experience
before symptoms, etc., in the causal chain provétiesg support for a non-
intentionalist reading, as does his insistenceherctose analogy between symptom-
and dream-formation: Freud seems to regard botlpgymand manifest dream as
generated from latent content by non-intentionalisam-workmechanism#&
Moreover, as with the pretence-account (see pak8ln. 37), there may be some
strain even in applying magic intentionalism to mestations besides symptomatic
acts. Recall Grinbaum’s query: “Can the paranbeéwarrantedly said to have
unconsciouslyntendedhis delusional persecutory thoughts and comportroen
accomplish his erotic objectives?” (1984, 76-7Wore particularly, what identity

beliefs can the paranoiac be held to have sucththattually sees the very fact of his

*1 The absence of any such phraseology supportingréitend-play variety of intentionalism, by
contrast, casts doubt on it as a strict interpiatadf Freudian theory. However, the account may
retain interest as a charitable reconstructiorpafté of) Freudian theory.

2 But see (Hart 1982) for an interpretation of edezams as intentionalist for Freud.

235



having persecutory thoughts as realizing the sttaed at by the homosexual
desires supposed to underlie his illné&s®ccordingly, even the potential sphere of
application of magic intentionalism may be confinedymptomatic acts.

However, as | noted above (p. 210ff.), there &arantentionalist elements in
Freud’s theory. Moreover, it is likely that Frecoinceives of the operation of
repression and resistance on the intentionalistetnd@ertainly, the sort of flexible
behaviors that Freud thinks patients exhibit stbasabotage their treatment and keep
unsavory contents unconscious suggest the kindeahsiend reasoning associated
with intentional actiort® Indeed, Freud sometimes views the very generafian
patient’s illnesas a wholeon the intentionalist pattern, a fact which britigs wish-
fulfilling symptoms bound up in the illness parthto the ambit of intentionalism
(see p. 212 above). Itossible in fact, that Freud quite generally sees nonebasi
wish-fulfilling phenomena as non-intentionalist rhanisms which are activated in
the service of intentions of one sort or anothEnough, ultimately, there is no very
strong textual support for attributing this viewRceud, it cannot be altogether ruled
out that he sees wish-fulfilments as activatediped¢ with the intention of affording

pleasure, or at least reducing in some measurgishbiasure occasioned by the

3 Perhaps one could hold that where—as in this célse-symptoms are contentful states, the
unconscious could see its desires as satisfiedubeca virtue of possessing suitable identitydds]iit
is able to decode the content of those states lstifuting identicals for identicals. But any such
account would diverge from magic intentionalism jehhsees the symptom itself (not its content) as
furnishing the unconscious a seeming satisfactfats @esires. Moreover, this model apparently can
be applied only to belief-like states such as dehss not phobias, say, let alone to states such as
hysterical paralyses which altogether lack content.

4 perhaps it would be possible to read Freud astintealist with respect to symptomatic acts, non-
intentionalist with respect to other wish-fulfilirphenomena. Note that the textual evidence that
supports magic intentionalism comes from passadpeserFreud treats of symptomatic acts
specifically.

“> Perhaps too the fact that Freud charges the (soimrs)egowith the execution of the defensive
processes of repression and resistance supparigeationalist reading of them. For at least with
respect to iteonsciousaspect, the ego is understood as agentive in ceara
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frustration of unconscious wish&s This variant of intentionalism, which | shall eef
to ashedonistic intentionalisprhas the merit of doing justice in some measutbdo
fact that Freud’s theory seems to incorporate bu#ntionalist and non-intentionalist
elements. Accordingly, | accord it considerabtergtion below!’

Ultimately, however, | shall take no definitive istbas to the precise extent of
intentionalism in Freud’s theory. Rather, | siiake into account both intentionalist
and non-intentionalist readings in consideringdbgree of irrationality bound up in

Freudian phenomena and its possible implicationadomativist constraints.

Implications for Normativism

Immediate Difficulties for Normativism
Overall, there exists little consensus about whtbnal norms there are. And

any clarity that exists about how to assess rdliignahen the mind is seen as a
unified field of mental states evaporates whemrathe Freudian model, it is viewed
as fundamentally divided. Should, for example heaental compartment be viewed
as separate for the purposes of rational assesgn@nshould such assessment be
made primarily with respect to the person as a @hadDn the former view, the mere
presence of inconsistent beliefs in a person,Xamle, will not count as irrational
provided that those beliefs are spread aroundnaligrconsistent mental
compartments. Davidson’s view, however, is cletrbt inconsistency across

compartments negatively impacts an individual'sorality (see p. 120 above), and,

“8 The idea would be that the whole process leadimm unconscious wish to hallucinatory
gratification to outward manifestation would beeintionally initiated. This would contrast with bas
wish-fulfilment which | have presented as an ehtisritomatic process.

*" The pretend-play account too can fairly readilyipto a hedonistic mold, if the pretence is seen a
undertaken for the sake of affording pleasure duceng displeasure (though in Carruthers’ original
treatment of pretend-play the motivational storgnisre complicated). Consequently, most of the
discussion of hedonistic intentionalism below Wil seen to apply to the pretend-play account as wel
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generally, he appears to take the view that ralitypgand charity-) standards apply
in the first instance to persons, not their mepéaits. Inasmuch as Davidson is the
chief target of my anti-normativist argument, pgha will acceptable for me to take
for granted his view of the matter and show thaudran phenomena challenge
charity principles on his own conception of ratitya

However, certain immediate difficulties for normagim fall out of that
conception. Davidson himself explicitly embracd2riaciple of Total Evidenge
“which counsels an agent to accept the hypothegis@ted by the totality of
evidence he or she has” (2004b, 190). Moreovesymably Davidson would accept
an extension of this principle to the sphere otpeal-reasoning along such lines as
the following: an agent should choose that actitictvis supported by the totality of
his or her desires (and relevant background bglféfsiowever, in the nature of the
case, compartmentalization such as one finds indrrenders (abundant) beliefs and
desires unavailable to conscious processes ofdtiealrand practical reasonifit).So
a Freudian architecture virtually ensures abundatéation of Davidson’s
Principle;®® and if one interprets that principle stronglyasoto require that all
potentially relevant beliefs or desiresdx#ually canvasseth processes of reasoning,
then the Freudian architectwatailsthe regular violation of thBrinciple in all

processes of conscious reasonthtf. On either reading, then, Freudian theory

“8 | shall interpret th@rinciple of Total Evidencbroadly so as to encompass both theoretical and
practical reasoning.

%9 Conversely, conscious beliefs and desires magibéered unavailable toxconscious processes of
reasoning.

*9|n fact, the problem discussed here arises fouafily any modular model of central processes.

L Without the stipulation that potentially relevamtitudes bectually canvassed, perhaps a cognitive
system could mostly observe the principle if itted out that unconscious beliefs and desires, thoug
relevant to inference and choice, rarely tippedsitaes against inferences and choices supported by
purely conscious attitudes.
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appears to challenge Davidson’s Competence Prencipbr it difficult to see a
system that is constructed so as to permit abur{(dan¢égular) violations of a rational
norm as embodying that norm as part of its competeMoreover, the consequent
irrationality cannot be easily seen as fitting plagtern required by Davidson’s
Compartment Principle. For the irrationality wilbt be owing to the active
interference of one mental compartment with angtietr merely to the inability of,
say, the conscious compartment to access the stateaned within unconscious
compartment(s). To view this state of affairsraeriference with the conscious
compartment on the part of the unconscious onegs)distrain both the spirit and the
letter of Davidson’s Compartment Principle.

Consider, further, what additionally seems to fellon the strong reading of
thePrinciple of Total EvidenceGiven Freud’s model, all conscious (and even
unconscious) non-deductive inference and possiblgractical-reasoning will be
rendered procedurally irrational through the faltw consult the totality of
potentially relevant beliefs and desires in thenttige system. Though Davidson’s
Threshold Principle is none too sharply formulatée,level of procedural
irrationality dictated by a compartmental modeélikreud’s must cast substantial
doubt on any Threshold Principle that, like Davidsprequires that minds meet a
high standard of overall rationality. This impriessis only strengthened when one
factors in the substantiatatalirrationality likely to result from regular violan of
thePrinciple of Total EvidencePresumably, many beliefs will be formed and many

actions taken which are irrational when judgechim light of theentiretyof relevant

%2 shall suggest below Freud holds that unconsgimasesses of reasoning are similarly blind to
potentially relevantonsciousheliefs and desires.
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beliefs and desires possessed by the cognitiversyatin such circumstances, it
becomes dubious to insist that the rationality aognitive system must greatly
outweigh the irrationality. In short, the vesyuctureof the mind on the Freudian

model, then, already renders Davidsonian normaforiaciples suspect.

The Problems Considered in Greater Detail
But it is illuminating to consider a bit more coataly how Freudian

phenomena aside from basic wish-fulfilments pusguee on normativist principles.
First, note that the issue between intentionalisthrgon-intentionalism proves
somewhat less significant in assessing the mditsgr dne might have initially
supposed. A non-intentionalist reading of cerfer@ludian phenomena of wish-
fulfilment doesdiminish the domain in which phenomena can besassewith
respect to their practical rationality or irratidita Symptoms and other
manifestations will be seen as generated by presdsswvhich practical-rational
norms simply do not apply. However, where the potsl of these processes are
beliefs or emotions (as in delusions and phobtas), can still be assessed for their
rational coherence with one’s other attitudes; twedmechanisms which produce the
beliefs can be assessed by epistemic standardfiadfility. Moreover, in any
case—as | suggested above—it is simply not plagistbtieny an important place to
intentionalism in Freud’s theory: Even if wish-fillients can perhaps be interpreted
non-intentionalistically, other elements of hisahg for example, repression and
defense, should not. So there willddideast some plader assessments of practical

rationality in considering the operations of theddian unconscious.

%3 A particularly crass illustration consists in cagehere, say, conscious beliefs are permittedria fo
that directly contradict unconscious beliefs.
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Non-Intentionalism Again
But consider the non-intentionalist reading of wislilments for a moment.

Because on this account, the less basic formssif-fulfilment will include an
undercurrent of basic, hallucinatory wish-fulfilmethe irrationality that attaches to
the latter will attach to the former as w&ll Accordingly, it appears that my
argument against the Competence and Compartmeriples in the preceding
chapter can also be made with the less basic fofmssh-fulfilment, if only because
they include the basic form: they embody the sanaéional competence as the basic
form, in which the element of irrationality is owgro the id’s internal operation, not
interference by some other compartment of the min@f course, there will be
differences in the operation of wish-fulfilment selguent to infancy. Because of the
development of secondary process and the atteegdpansion of opportunities for
realistic satisfaction of one’s desires, wish-fatent will be engaged with respect to
a narrower set of desires, chiefly those consigadbe unconscious through
repression. But when such desires are preserdtitub-satisfactionvill be sought

for them. And Freud’s view is that such desiresuariversally present, even in those
not suffering from mental illness (hence his phrdlse psychopathology of everyday
life”). In particular, during sleep, accordingfkeeud, repressed desires find a wish-
fulfilling outlet in the (distorted) dreams of noatrand abnormal individuals alike.

So wish-fulfilment remains a regular process eveyohd infancy. Consequently, in

**| take for granted in the present discussion iaatc wish-fulfilment isrrational rather than
arational. See esp. p. 183ff above for defensaisfassumption.

> The same points should hold on a hedonistic-iftaatist view of non-basic wish-fulfilments as
well. For even if the sequence leading from uncims wish to hallucinatory gratification (and,
ultimately, to outward manifestation) is intentiipanitiated (see p. 237, n.. 46 above), the
hallucinations can be supposed to regularly gise t corresponding irrational beliefs that one’s
wishes have been satisfied; and even the caugabditween unconscious wish and hallucination can
be seen as regular despite the intention that resdibem.
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view of its undercurrent of hallucinatory wish-filient and the resultant
irrationality, non-basic wish-fulfilment challengebarity principles just as does the
infantile form.

Less clear, however, is whether the added elenfematonality introduced
by non-basic wish-fulfilments bears at all sigraintly on the Competence and
Compartment Principles. Indeed, the irrationdbbyind up in neurotic symptoms,
etc., on the Freudian conception seems, on its fada the Davidsonian model
expressed in the Compartment Principle fairly dgserational thoughts and
behavior in one compartment of the mind (the ege)aoduced by non-reason
causal interference from another compartment heMoreover, unlike the
irrationality in basic wish-fulfilment, the outwdydirrational manifestations
embodied in neurotic symptoms, etc., doclearly reflect irrational competencies.
Though there seems no principled reason that pggathologies cannot be matters of
competence rather than performance-ettreud is not sufficiently specific with
respect to the aetiology of particular psychopatb@s (and less basic wish-
fulfilments generally) to allow one definitely teesthem as reflectingeteris paribus
regularities of some sotf. Again, the very fact that they represent diveogsrfrom
a norm isprima faciereason not to seem them as reflecting competepeisding

countervailing evidence. In any case, Davidsords@etence Principle confronts no

% perhaps the simplest way to make this possihilitid is to envision a sub-population of human
beings who are wired or programmed, as it wersugh a way as to regularly exhibit some pattern of
deviant thought or behavior.

" To be clear: For Freud theisaceteris paribugegularity that repressed desires will issue imso
form of non-basic wish-fulfilment or other. ButgHalls short of an irrational competence. Indeed
the wish-fulfilling manifestations—as in the cadehgsterical paralysis—need not even be rationality
evaluable. What one seems to need for an irrdt@mrapetence, rather, are regularities linking
particular kinds of repressed contents with paldickinds of irrational manifestations—and Freud
does not plainly provide such regularities.
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clear threat from the sorts of irrationality attexghdistinctively to the less basic wish-

fulfilments>®

Magic Intentionalism Again
Turning specifically to intentionalist accountsfFokudian phenomena, we see

that additional potential sources of irrationabie created. Magic intentionalism, at
the very least, introduces a significant elemerthebreticalirrationality into the
Freudian unconscious. On the account, odd idebélgfs will be produced by (or
introduced into) the id without being grounded thay belief(-like) states that could
provide rational warrant for them; and, of coutbe, mechanisms responsible for
their production can lay no claim to reliability.

Moreover, if one recognizes categories of conceptutn and falsehood at
all, surely many of the identities contemplatedhtwy present account will be prime
exemplars of the latter. Take, for example, tHesfidike) state that a pillow is one’s
mother. Conceptual incoherence may be lurkinghyestw the surfac® However,
even if one rejects conceptual truths and falsebaibe introduction of such
identities into the id would seem to render itsteots logically inconsistent, at least
to the extent that the id is supposed to partalengfsignificant portion of the
realistic beliefs possessed by consciousnessfoSexample, the belief that a pillow

is one’s mother introduced into a set of belietduding the realistic beliefs that

%8 This general conclusion, however, may require squaification with respect to dreams, which in
Freud’s view are generated as distorted wish-fuihts from the latent content embodied in the
underlying hallucinatory wish-fulfilment. For, &l appearances, in dreaming we temporarily come to
accept altogether bizarre suppositions, even ththugde suppositions appear utterly senseless from
the standpoint of other information possessed lycognitive system (information which is likely to

be accessed in other moments or episodes of drganiiime regularity with which in dreaming such
irrational suppositions are entertained pertdgessuggest an irrational competence.

%9 Or better still: Consider a man'’s belief that ésitals are identical to the number three (geedrat

in virtue of an obvious association).
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pillows are inanimate and that one’s mother is até@fiorms a set of beliefs with
logically inconsistent contents. In any case, @ identity belief that a pillow is
one’s mother will straightforwardly clash with ose&onscious belief that she is not.
So the cognitive system as a whole will be miretbgical inconsistency. Again, if
these odd identity-beliefs are seen as spontanegeskrated by the id itself, then the
theoretical irrationality associated with them witit be generated according to the
model encapsulated in the Compartment Principleser@@nce more to doubt the
claim of that normativist principle to the statdsecessary truth.

The magic-intentionalist model evingaesactical irrationality inasmuch as the
symptomatic acts which are produced accordinguallit presumably, typically
possess an akratic character. Accordingly, thelteest actions will generally violate
the Principle of Total Evidence. Indeed, they wallays violate the Principle in its
strong form if in forming the relevant intentioms/olved the id routinely fails to
consult possibly pertinent desires and informa&ls@where in the cognitive system,
in particular, within the conscious mifil. This failure itself, since not owing to
extra-compartmental interference, would also regrea violation of the
Compartment Principle.

Perhaps one will harbor doubt with respect to magentionalism whether it
is really possible to harbor beliefs as odd asdhhbe account contemplates. Itis
worth considering, though, how easily we entersamilarly bizarre hypotheses in

the context of fiction and mythology: people betaghed into frogs or even

9 There would seem to be a failure, on the one handgigh conscious desires and interests in
selecting a course of action, and a neglect ofaounsly held beliefs in assessing whether sucloasti
as moving pillows, etc., are serviceable meanbaalesired ends—a breach of instrumental
rationality.
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inanimate objects like mountains, rivers or what aad, of course, these

mythologies represent(ed) actual beliefs in theltuzes of origin. Moreover, all
manner of equally bizarre beliefs seem appropgiattibutable to those suffering
from psychotic delusions. Why should it not begole, then, that some part of the
neurotic (or maybe even the normal individual)ngne to similarly extravagant
beliefs? Indeed, as noted above (p. 243, n. 58)amatentionalism does not ascribe
to the id much more in the way of surprising projesrthan seems to be involved in
perfectly run-of-the-mill dreaming. So the accoappears a coherent hypothesis that
should not be ruled out of codft. Accordingly, the violations of charity principles

bound up in it represent genuine problems for ndikmsan.

%1 Doubt with respect to magic intentionalism magarfrom another quarter, however: (1) If one
unconsciously identifies pillow and mother, why dame treat the pillow as one’s mother only in a
very narrow range of behaviors? Why does onefabgxample, invite it to Sunday brunch? And,
(2), if by chance the pillow begins to lose itsféig, is it for the id as if the same fate hasadiei the
mother? By way of response to (1), however, itise$ to observe that the id may harbor only very
few mother-involving desires. Elektra’s id, foraemple, may contain only (or chiefly) the desire to
separate her mother from her father, resultingeinseparating pillow and headboard. Other desires
involving her mother would be conscious ones amekefore, not suitably positioned to combine with
the id’'s odd identity-beliefs in practical reasaqninWith respect to (2), it is difficult to see hamagic
intentionalism can easily escape the implicatiat the id seeshateverthappens to the pillow as
equally happening to the mother. If so, this waadeém to make the id emotionally hostage to the fat
of the pillow, which might appear to detract somatnom the id’s function of affording unconscious
pleasure. Perhaps, though, one can suppose thatidhtion is confined solely to whatever is ralgv
to achieving its immediate narrow purposes.

At least this much force, however, must be concedehefirst objection: Magic intentionalism
requires that the id be viewed as a separate cehsgrency (or influence on agency) from the
mainstream of an individual's agency and practieakoning. Thus, if one takes the view that action
primarily emanates from one’s unconscious centtdalides—as opposed to one’s conscious avowed
attitudes (see p. 117, n. 19 above)—one must seie ths alistinctinfluence on the agency associated
with one’s central attitudes, not as incorporatétiiwit. In the same way, it seems one would nieed
distinguish the source of realistic Freudian intemdlistic behaviors from the source of magic-
intentionalistic onesv{z, the id). So some complexity in one’s conceptibthe structure of the
unconscious would be required—beyond that alreachated by the need to distinguish unconscious
ego (the repressing force) from the id (the loduepressed contents).

For a reading of Freud that, in essence, ascribbsrt the distinction between central and avowed
attitudes see Smith (1999, 162-66, esp. n163).ifsgaly, Smith introduces the distinction in
explicating Freud’s view of thakrasiabound up in symptomatic acts.

Note, further, the fact that at least some irratliiy can in principle be explained via the disaepy
between avowed and central attitudes, rather thaugh compartmental interference, casts further
doubt on Davidson’s Compartment Principle (thougftgourse, on magic intentionalism the central
attitudes themselves will be interfered with by ithe
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Hedonistic Intentionalism
Whereas on magical intentionalism—with its actibased in bizarre identity

beliefs—the irrationality of Freudian phenomenéaigly patent, on the hedonistic-
intentionalist picture at first sight they offerse semblance of rationality. Is it not
rational, say, for the id to seek some pleasurgidéfication of wishes whose direct
satisfaction is unavailable to it? Indeed, whegrpreted on the hedonistic-
intentionalistic picture, Freud can seem to presgutture of the mind ds/per-
rational: not only do phenomena thought to be irrationalysions, phobias,
symptomatic acts, etc.) all receive coherent raliexplanations but phenomena
otherwise held to be altogether beyond the patatainal assessment (hysterical
symptoms, parapraxes, etc.) are brought withiedtgpe. But the appearance of
rationality is deceptive. To see this, considereomore how hedonistic
intentionalism views Freudian phenomena.

Fundamentally, we have repression, resistancewastdfulfilling processes
to consider. On hedonistic intentionalism, traumatemories and unacceptable
desires are consigned to the unconscious in oodarelent the pain which they
would occasion the conscious mind. Once unconsgci@sistance contrives
expedients in order to neutralize forces—such agharapist’s probing—that
threaten to raise those untoward contents to couscess. Moreover, a wish-
fulfilling substitute-satisfaction or gratificatias sought for the unconscious wishes
in order to diminish the pain of frustrated desirel afford some pleasure to the
unconscious mind. In essence, a process is intaily initiated that leads from

unconscious wish to hallucinatory gratificationfward (or additional inward)

246



manifestation, and, ultimately, the wish’s relatougescence. Is this unconscious
pursuit of pleasure and pain-reduction not the yacture of rationality?

However, consider the theoretical (ir-)rationabiyund up in this organization
of the psyche. In the first place, the presentirepdoes nothing to cancel the
element of theoretical irrationality bound up irsebsive beliefs and other delusions,
which are induced without proper regard to avadahlidencé? Moreover, there
appears to be theoretical irrationality bound upejpression and resistante.

Now repression of memories and the beliefs theglirerdoes not quite seem
to fit the usual understanding of self-deceptianywdhich—roughly—*“self-deception
consists in getting yourself to believe one thimgider to avoid facing what you
know to be the truth” (Gardner 1993, £8)Repression, rather, consists in the
removalof contents like beliefs from consciousness, ndhe inducing of them. Yet
it too is a motivated phenomenon and perhapsamatiin several respects. First, it
creates what might appear to be a kind of ratior@herence, the simultaneous
presence of a belief thptto the unconscious and its absence to consciosisnes

Perhaps a conscious-unconscious split is irratibpats very nature when it comes to

%2 The illusory beliefs arising in episodes of dreagntan count as further instances of theoretical
irrationality, as can phobias if understood as @ognitive theory of emation.

8 My remarks focus mainly on repression. Howevevesal of the points applyutatis mutandisto
resistance as well.

% By contrast, resistance seems to operate in pacigely through self-deception. Thus, for example
Freud describes ‘intellectual resistance’, whengayents induce in themselves doubts about the
legitimacy of psychoanalytic theory and techniquerider to escape the therapist's interpretatiéns o
their own case (1916-17, 289). However, Freud rksmdThe patient’s resistance is of very many
sorts, extremely subtle . . . and it exhibits paotehanges in the forms in which it manifests ftsel
(287). For instance, Freud describes that in worasistance often exploits an erotic transference
toward their doctor: “their jealousy . . . and thexasperation at their inevitable rejection are bound
to have a damaging effect on their personal unaledatg with the doctor . . .” (290-91). The
unconscious is indeed a cunning little devil onFEheudian picture!
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belief.®®> Second, at the very least, repression is likelesult in straightforward
rational incoherence between conscious and uncaunsadn that the conscious,
deprived of relevant autobiographical memories| @ften form beliefs that run
counter to the unconsciously entertained befiéfSo repression, even if not
theoretically irrational itself, seems to (causpdigntribute to irrational states-of-
affairs. But, arguably, undertaking to do what barexpected to result in
theoretically irrational states-of-affairs itsedfpresents a form of theoretical
irrationality®” ®® Moreover, it is repression that in large partduces the conditions
responsible for the regular violation of the Prpleiof Total Evidence: by consigning
beliefs to the unconscious, it ensures that thelmiiil fail to take into account some
portion of potentially relevant beliefs in its cai®us reasoning and will thereby fall
afoul of Competence and Compartment Principles gpe238-39 above)—further
grounds perhaps for seeing repression itself agaral.

Bear in mind, further, that Freud holds that swegression takes place on a
massive scale. In particular, Freud holds thaha<hild enters ‘latency’ around its
sixth year (a period of relative sexual dormant¥ie majority of experiences and
mental impulses before the start of the latencyopamow fall victim to infantile
amnesia—the forgetting . . . which veils our eatligouth to us and makes us

strangers to it.” Freud remarks, “It is impossitdeavoid a suspicion that the

% For the most part, | am agnostic about the irretity of this and the other features of repression
catalogued here. | merely wish to broachgbssibilityof their irrationality.

% Of course, the conscious will sometimes be abéittéorming these contrary beliefs by processes of
self-deception, but those processes are distiant the repression which precedes them.

67| am assuming here that the repressing ‘agetayexpect the irrational consequences of its
undertakings. But even if it cannot, it is pladsito attribute to the cognitive system as a whole

beliefs which would entail the likelihood of thosetional consequences occurring.

% Similarly, perhaps resistance is theoreticallgtional—among other reasons—because it consists in
doing what can be expectedsiostaintheoretically irrational states-of-affairs.
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beginnings of sexual life which are included intthariod have provided the motive
for its being forgotten—that this forgetting, irctais an outcome of repression”
(1916-17, 326). Repression, then, operates orga &cale for Freud, in which case
the amount of irrationality associated with it abtlirn out to be very considerable
indeed®

Granted the theoretical irrationality of Freudidrepomena on the hedonistic-
intentionalist model, what of their practical ratadity? Do they not at least well
serve the practical interests of the individualfeAall, the hedonistic-intentionalist
model sees the behaviors resulting in breachdseof¢tical rationality as undertaken
precisely with the purpose of sparing the indivichain and affording them pleasure.
However, the view of Freudian phenomena as prditicgional does not withstand
scrutiny. In the first place, by consigning bedieihd desires to the unconscious,
repression renders them unavailable to consciaipal reasoning; that is,
repression ensures that the practical analoguged®tinciple of Total Evidence will
be regularly violated® Such regular violation of a practical-rational moseems a
violation of the Competence and Compartment Prlasipand, as before, repression’s
rationality is itself perhaps called into questitself in view of its causal contribution

to this state-of-affaif’

%9 return to this point below in discussing the liogtions of hedonistic intentionalism for Davids®n
Threshold Principle.

" Note that even though the repressed desirespréisumably, tend to be ones that it would be
imprudent to act on, neglecting to consult theradnscious processes of practical reasoning would
still constitute violation of a strong Principle Bbtal Evidence. Moreover, Freud himself takes the
view thatsomerepressed desires are of a kind that an individisalld, in fact, be better off indulging
(1910, 53-54). In any case, there is clear irratiity in failing to consult albeliefspotentially
relevant to practical reasoning, of which theresane to be some among repressed contents.

™ As above, resistance is implicated tocsbgtainingthe states-of-affairs that result in such
irrationality. But perhaps question can be raistéther it is not sometimes practically rational to
induce (or sustain) in oneself states that reaytractical irrationality. However, even if it sid turn
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Indeed, on close inspection, the entire workingthefFreudian unconscious
as pictured on the hedonistic-intentionalist maggdear mired in irrationality. For
although repression, resistance, and wish-fulfilhzestensibly aim at the avoidance
of pain and the pursuit of pleasure, it is highbydtful that they must succeed in
maximizing the well-being of the individual. Indain cases of severe neuroticism—
where these phenomena are perhaps most active-sékayto fail egregiously.
Consider, for example, the case of the middle-agaman suffering from delusions
of jealousy described above (pp. 210-11). Freutkwof her that through her
delusions she was “embittering her own life andlitress of her relatives,” that “her
happiness had been destroyed,” and that her synsogri‘accompanied by intense
subjective suffering and . . . threaten the comrhlifiesof a family” (1916-17, 248-
50). In such circumstances, it is difficult to eledl the rationality of the processes
supporting her delusions.

Granted, it is foreseeable, not actual, outcomeslaoh attributions of
practical (ir-)rationality depend, and prior toilness, and perhaps even at its onset,
beliefs cannot with any certainty be ascribed tenaividual that entail the
inadvisability of engaging in the repressions, whslfilments, etc., destined to
produce and manifest a severe neurfsi¥et by the time a full-blown illness has
wreaked havoc on one’s life, the individual as altwould seem to possess

information thadoesentail the foolishness of persisting in these pgdimac

out that there are counterexamples to the printhaeit is always irrational to do so, my subseque
discussion should make it clear that repressiorresidtance are not likely to constitute such
exceptions.

2 Even the individual versed in Freudian psychoaimtiteory is likely not to know the
autobiographical particulars (the fixations, gemetiedispositions, etc.) which, according to Freud,
partly determine how repression and other Freugianesses will play out in their case! (But, then
too, at least some of this information may be amd to the unconscious.)
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activities, let alone in undermining through resmmste every effort to undo the
conditions supporting one’s neurosis. Indeedptehoanalytipatientwill often
exhibit something like an akratic relation to the&ithology: They will consciously
deplore the machinations of their unconscious, guihgt it would be best if it (and
they) did not engage in them, but find themsel@sepless to oppose thefh.

Of course, one may reasonably broach the posgitilit the interests served
by the Freudian phenomena, nonetheless, outweggbrtes against which those
phenomena militate. Perhaps, despite appearahegsleasure and desire-
satisfaction afforded the patient through themaBs (through wish-fulfilment,
through escaping recognition of unsavory facts abaeself, etc.) is greater than that
otherwise to be had. Ultimately, it is not incumbapon me to insist that it does not.
For my argument, the mere scientific possibilitstthh does not suffices. However,
one does well to recall that wish-fulfilments atfaro real desire-satisfaction, but
merely serve the interests of reducing unconsgiairs and promoting unconscious
pleasure. Furthermore, the hypothesis being emed becomes highly implausible
when, as sometime happens, a patient’s conditisaviere enough to drive them to
the brink of suicide.

All'in all, on the hedonistic-intentionalistic mdgée Freudian unconscious
gives every appearance of being narrowly and ifflgfocused on the procurement

of unconscious pleasure, with blithe neglect ofldmg-term, overall interests of the

3 Of course, the condition described differs frordioaryakrasiain that the states constituting the
condition are distributed among both consciouswmabnscious compartments. It is not obvious,
though, that this bears on the condition’s irradids.

Note that the state of the neuratiat convinced of the truth of psychoanalytic theorg &8
applicability to their case will not so closely easbleakrasia since, though they will judge that they
would be better off without their iliness, they M#ck a judgment to the effect that they would be
better off not to induce it in themselves (bettémot to repress the relevant pathogenic beligfsist
the therapists efforts to bring them to conscioasnetc.).
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individual. In a word, it appears practically iicanal. Moreover, if—as seems
plausible—these features are assumed to be endennconscious agency of the
Freudian sort, then the Freudian unconscious seeerabody an irrational
competence (contra Davidson’s Competence Princ¢igie) since the irrationality
involved is not owing to inter-compartmental ine¥dnce, they represent a violation
of Davidson’s Compartment Principle as wélllt remains, however, to consider the
bearing of the less basic manifestations of thedies unconscious on the Threshold

Principle.

Threshold Principle
In the preceding chapter, it was argued that thredHold Principle is

challenged by the possibility that irrational, gyreish-fulfilling processes might
predominate prior to the development of secondevggss. However, the foregoing
discussion suggests that Freudian theory, espgeiakn interpreted on the
hedonistic-intentionalistic model, implies thatridés (or can be) a considerable
amount of irrationality in the human being evensaduent to the development of
the—ostensibly more rational—secondary process| e emphasized, the
divorce between conscious and unconscious procassages that most reasoning,

both theoretical and practical, on the side of camsness will be procedurally

" These conclusions could perhaps be resisted bygutigat that unconscious agency functions quite
differently in the case of the healthy and the selydll. However, that suggestion seems to run
counter to Freud’s own conception of the matteen&ally, the unconscious would seem to pursue a
narrow agenda while remaining blind or indifferémthe individual’s long-term, overall interests.
Though in the case of normal individuals this sttaffairs may result in relatively favorable
outcomes, even here the unconscious would exhibitgplural irrationality through failing to consult
broader interests. That is, the unconscious appeairiolate a strong reading of the Principle ofal
Evidence.
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irrational when assessed by standards of idealnality.”> "® Again, at least with
respect to its practical reasoning, the Freudiaonscious, in turn, appears to fall
afoul of those same norms in virtue of its narrawspit of pleasure via wish-
fulfilment. So Freud’s basic picture of the orgaation of the personality itself
challenges the insistence on a high level of ralionas a necessary condition for
agency.

Furthermore, the total amount of irrationality b&étcognitive system
increases when one factors in the additional oreti processes Freud postulates.
Even in the relatively healthy individual, therdlvaie the beliefs formed irrationally
on the basis of hallucinatory wish-fulfilment anet@ming; and there will be
parapraxes and transferenéédn the neurotic, added to this will be the assbrt
symptoms associated with their illness (symptometis, delusions, phobias, etc.), as
well as the irrational attempt to preserve thestls through resistance. Just how
abundant these (irrational) neurotic manifestaticars become according to Freudian
theory is illustrated in case-studies like thathef Ratman (1909). So Freudian
theory seems to contemplate the possibility of egyeto very substantially fall short

of the standard of rationality embodied in Davidsorhreshold Principle.

5 Freud, of course, did not contemplate the possituif a distinctively cognitive unconscious.
However, the incorporation of it into the Freudfoture would not appear to relieve the overall
irrationality of the psyche on the Freudian pictuF®r the processes of a purely cognitive uncanusci
would, no less than conscious processes, presurzaiaccess to information contained within the
dynamic unconscious and so equally fall afoul efBinciple of Total Evidence (of course, if the
cognitive unconscious is itself modular and enchgted, this only compounds the extent of violation
of the Principle).

® Moreover, as noted, incoherencies between corseind unconscious autobiographical beliefs are
sure to develop, particularly as the result ofitifa amnesia.

" Transference consists in the irrational redirectibunconsciously held emotional attitudes towards
important figures in one’s childhood onto people@mtered in one’s adult life (notably, one’s
therapist, but others as well).

Note that parapraxes seem not to represent mdedigits ofproceduralrationality in the practical
sphere; at leagtrima facie they often seem to fly in the face of the ovepadictical interests of the
individual.
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Indeed, perhaps Freudian theory even permits maldlegenerative
argument (cf. p. 172ff above) against Thresholddpies that set the standard of
rationality lower than does Davidson’s. For it epgs possible to imagine an
unfortunate individual who becomes progressivellyciéd with more and more of
the neuroses of which Freudian theory treats.adt, for any threshold of requisite
rationality which a normativist might care to sgg seem able to imagine this
individual eventually so severely afflicted withetfe conditions and their attendant
irrationality that they can be supposed to havierfidbelow that threshold—without
thereby ceasing to be agents or bearers of prapasitattitudes. So much the worse
for the Threshold Principle.

All'in all, the scientific possibility of the trutbf Freudian hypotheses
canvassed in the present chapter seems to pravigie grounds to call into question
thea priori status of the charity principles championed bymativists of Davidson'’s

stripe.

Concluding Thoughts
The upshot of the arguments of the preceding ensy that the possibility of

irrational subsystems of the mind puts normativisrder severe strain. In Chapter
Three, | presented the schema of an argument ageimaativism and proceeded in
Chapters Four and Five to flesh out that schemia suibsystems deriving from
Freudian psychoanalytic theory. However, it is tharoting that subsystems posited
in other reaches of psychological theory might selve to put flesh on the bones of

my argument.
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For example, contemporary theorists posit an urmons subsysteffi of the
mind (typically referred to as ‘System1’) dedicatedntuitive reasoning. This
system is supposed to operate according to ‘quidkdaty’ heuristics that render it
systematically prone to fallacies of reasoning (seg, Carruthers [2009a],
Kahneman [2002], Evans and Over [1996]). SincedltBvergences occur in virtue
of the system’s normal internal operations—andthiaiugh the external influence of
some other mental compartment—it would seem tatedboth the Competence and
Compartment Principles. Moreover, inasmuch as npaogonents of System1
reasoning view it as “a more primitive system pnesathout the slower [conscious]
one in many animals” (Rey 2007, 76), it appearsast doubt on the Threshold
Principle as well”

However one fills out the argument-schema in defailone properly, the
resulting argument should call into question bailmmativism and the hermeneutical
conception of the mind insofar as it relies on natimsm. If we wish to do justice to
psychological phenomena, we should look elsewhene to a philosophy of mind
that misconstrues its fundamental character arckplansufficiently motivated,

artificial constraints on psychological theorizing.

8 0Or collection of subsystems.
" This is because in the absence of the—arguably-emational processes of the conscious system
(‘System2’) the irrational processes of System1 lqguedominate.
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